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USCG 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR THE 

U.S. COAST GUARD RESPONSE BOAT ACQUISITIONS 

The Proposed Action includes the acquisition of response boats-small (RB-S) and response boats- 
medium (RB-M). The purpose of acquiring standard RB-S and RB-M is to add to or replace the 
aging and increasingly inefficient assets with standard, more reliable, and more environmentally 
sound assets. These boats would be located at the 44 GroupdActivities, 186 multi-mission stations, 
and 24 Marine Safety Offices that currently operate non-standard vessels and/or 41-foot Utility Boats. 
RB-S will replace existing non-standard boats. The RB-M would replace the 41-foot Utility Boats. 
The Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) discusses, in general, that additional personnel, 
as well as additional boat allowances, may be needed at unknown locations in the future. However, 
because the numbers of personnel and boats and the time frame for these site-specific actions is 
currently unknown, they are not discussed in detail. Any unforeseen new boat allowances and 
additional personnel needed at specific locations would be addressed in site-specific follow on 
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) documentation as necessary. Furthermore, changes 
to infrastructure, frequently a response to homeporting decisions, would also be addressed in site- 
specific follow-on NEPA documentation. The PEA discusses, in general, the possibility of 
infrastructure changes resulting from this acquisition. However, detailed analysis of any necessary 
site-specific infrastructure changes will be discussed in follow on NEPA documentation as necessary. 

The RB-S and RB-M would operate where the non-standard boats and 41-foot Utility Boats currently 
operate. The project scope includes all U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) facilities along the coastal U.S., 
including the Great Lakes states, Hawaii, Alaska, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands. 
The project area includes the coastal zone areas where the 41-foot UTB and non-standard boats 
currently operate. 

This project has been thoroughly reviewed by the USCG and it has been determined, by the 
undersigned, that this project will have no significant effect on the human environment. 

This Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is based on the attached contractor prepared PEA 
which has been independently evaluated by the USCG and determined to adequately and accurately 
discuss the environmental issues and impacts of the proposed project and provides sufficient evidence 
and analysis for determining that an Environmental Impact Statement is not required. The USCG 
takes full responsibility for the accuracy, scope, and content of the attached PEA. 

r-\ 

I have considered the information contained in the PEA, which is the basis for this FONSI. Based on 
the information in the PEA and this FONSI document, I agree that the Proposed Action as described 
above, and in the PEA, will have no significant impact on the environment. 



USCG 

PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

FOR THE 

U.S. COAST GUARD RESPONSE BOAT ACQUISITIONS 

This U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) was prepared in 
accordance with Commandant Instruction M16475.1D and is in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Public Law 91-190) and the Council of Environmental 
Quality Regulations dated 28 November 1978 (40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1500-1508). 

This PEA serves as a concise public document to briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for 
determining the need to prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant 
impact. 

This PEA concisely describes the proposed action, the need for the proposal, the altematives, and the 
environmental impacts of the proposal and alternatives. This PEA also contains a comparative 
analysis of the action and alternatives, a statement of the environmental significance of the preferred 
alternative, and a list of the agencies and persons consulted during the preparation of this PEA. 

I (as applicable) n 

In reaching my decisionhecommendation on the USCG’s proposed action, I have considered the 
information contained in this PEA on the potential for environmental impacts. 

* The USCG preparer signs for NEPA documents prepared in-house. The USCG environmental 
project manager signs for NEPA documents prepared by an applicant, a contractor, or another outside 
Party. 
** Signature of the Environmental Reviewer for the Bridge Administration Program may be that of 
the preparer’s. 
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1. Purpose of and Need for the Action 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 Overview of the United States Coast Guard and its Missions 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG) is the Nation’s oldest contiiiuous maritime agency. Throughout 

its long history, the USCG and its predecessor agencies have responded when called upon to perform 

many and varied missions: from its earliest days as a “tax-collector” for the newly formed United States 

(US.), through its role in every major d t a r y  confltct, to its activities to stop illegal aliens and narcotics, 

and its long history of search and rescue. The foundation of today’s modern USCG goes back to the earl!; 

years of our Nation’s development shortly after winning independence. The USCG’s multi-mission 

responsibhties stem from its five core-founding agencies that are now joined together as one agency. 

Those former agencies include the Revenue Cutter Service, the Lighthouse Service, the Steamboat 

Inspection Service, the Bureau of Navigation, and the Lfe-saving Service. Prompted by economics, 

maritime dsasters, and war, a series of laws defmed each agency’s missions and authority. 

The USCG is a d t a r y ,  multi-mission, maritime service that has answered the calls of America 

continuously for 212 years. Throughout its history, the USCG’s roles as lifesavers and guardians of the 

sea have remained constant, whde missions have evolved and expanded with a growing nation (USCG 

2002a). Today, USCG operations extend to all maritime regions involving appro,ximately 95,000 d e s  of 

US.  coastlines, including inland waterways and harbors, and more than 2.25 r d i o n  square m i l e s  of US. 
territorial seas and Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). The USCG also operates in international waters 

and other maritime regons of importance to the US. where it conducts missions such as search and 

rescue, law enforcement, alien migrant interdiction, dlegal drug interdiction, and national defense. 

The USCG has extensive peacetime responsibhties for coastal and port maritime functions and a varieq 

of country-to-country operations. These necessitate a broad spectrum of capabilities to respond to threats 

and crises. The USCG maintains a hgli state of readiness and has command responsibhties for the U.S. 

Maritime Defense Zones. Moreover, its operational capabihties figure importantly in small-scale 

contingencies, humanitarian assistance efforts, maritime interdiction operations in support of United 

Nations sanctions, and port security in overseas theaters (USCG 2002b). The USCG is unique in that it is 

the only maritime service with regulatory and law enforcement authority and d t a r y  capabllities while 

being called upon also to provide €or humanitarian operations. The USCG performs these roles in 

deepwater, coastal, and inland areas. 

The USCG has a key role in ensuring America’s maritime homeland security. Since September 11, 2001, 

the USCG has increased its maritime security posture using existing cutters, boats, and aircraft and active 

duty, civiltan, reserve, and a d a r y  personnel. The USCG has stood up four Maritime Safety and Security 

1-1 
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Teams (MSST), one each at Seattle WA, Chesapeake VA, Galveston TX, and San Pedro CA. The MSSTs 

consist of SLY Response Boat-Small (RB-Ss) and their associated personnel. Environmental Assessments 

(EX), conducted for each location, found no significant impacts as a result of standing up the MSSTs. 

For more information on the MSST EAs, please contact Lieutenant Commander I r k  S c l h g  in the 

Office of Defense Operations at  (202) 267-1504. In addition, the USCG immediately mobilized more 

than 2,000 reservists in the largest homeland defense and port security operation since World War 11. 

Between September 11, 2001 and June 7, 2002, the USCG Auxhary has contributed approximately 

210,000 volunteer hours to support USCG missions (USCG 2002a). The USCG has increased its 

vigdance, readiness, and patrols to protect the country’s 95,000 d e s  of coasthe, includmg the Great 

Lakes and inland waterways. 

The USCG has several roles in defense of homeland security: 

Protect ports, the flow of commerce, and the marine transportation system from terrorism 

Maintain maritime border security against dlegal drugs, dlegal aliens, firearms, and weapons of 
mass destruction 

Ensure that US. d t a r y  assets can be rapidly deployed and re-supplied, both by keeping 
USCG units at a hgh state of readiness, and by keeping marine transportation open for the 
transit assets and personnel from other branches of the armed forces 

Protect against illegal fishmg and indiscriminate destruction of living marine resources, 
prevention and response to oil and hazardous material spills, both accidental and intentional 

Coordinate efforts and intelligence with federal, state, and local agencies 

To continue the effective and efficient performance of its multiple missions, the USCG proposes to 

acquire and operate approsimateli- 880 new response boats at various locations to replace and improve 

upon existing shore-based response boat system capabhties. 

1.1.2 Overview of the Shore Based Response Boat System 

The USCG has dramatically shifted its mission activities to reflect its role as a leader in maritime 

homeland security. The USCG’s heightened maritime security posture will remain in place indefinitely 

(USCG 2002~).  The USCG remains at a heightened state o€ alert at over 361 ports and along 95,000 

miles of US. coasthe. 

As part of this heightened security, the coastal zone must be safeguarded by an integrated system of 

shore-based response boats, patrol boats, and aircraEt (collectively known as “assets”) and command and 

control capabhties to ensure efficient and effective operations. Two parts of the shore-based response 

boat system have been identified as deficient: existing non-standard boats and the 41-foot Utility Boats 
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(41-foot UTB). The replacement for these deficient systems would be the RB-S and Response Boat- 

Medium (RB-h4). 

The existing system of shore-based response boat assets, nearing the end of its predicted service life, with 

many past their planned service life, has excessive operating and maintenance costs and decreasing 

operational availabhty due to age. To respond to these circumstances, the USCG has implemented the 

Shore-Based Response Boat System. Modern USCG response boats system requirements were first 

examined in the Naval Undersea Warfare Center “USCG Station Boat Fleet Muc Analysis” in 1994. In 

1999, the Coastal Zone hhssion Analysis report projected a gap in boat capability after Fiscal Year 2002 

due to an increasing number of 41-foot UTB reaching the end of their service life (USCG 2002d). In 

2001, the Assistant Commandant for Operations conducted further analysis of shore-based response boat 

requirements, and since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the USCG has identified a need for 

more capable response boats in greater numbers. The USCG wdl continue to evaluate and refine the 

Shore-Based Response Boat requirements and procedures. 

The Shore-Based Response Boat System includes the Response Boat-Small (RB-S) as a replacement for 

smaller non-standard boats and the Response Boats-Medium (RB-bl) as a replacement for the 41 -foot 

UTB. The non-standard boat fleet, consisting of boats smaller than the UTBs, has varying capabhties, 

designs, and characteristics. These dissdarities pose substantial safety, support, training, maintenance, 

and operational problems for the class of boat. Numerous analyses have pointed to dlstinct advantages 

(i.e., benefits derived from standardization of training and maintenance) of replacing the non-standard 

fleet with a standard boat. Agency-wide, acquisition of approximately 700 RB-Ss and 180 RB-Ms would 

be required. As the USCG continues to refine the Shore-Based Response Boat System, additional boats 

and personnel may be necessary. Any new boat allowances and additional personnel needed at specific 

locations would be addressed in follow-on environmental documentation, as necessary. The 41 -foot UTI3 

is at the end of its senice life. A small number of 41-foot UTBs have been removed from service and 

replaced with non-standard Utdity Boats-hledium (UThT). The UThls are faster, operationally more 

flexible, and easier for station crews to maintain. Retaining the USCG’s current RB-M capabdity will 

require substantial monetary investment to either extend the 41-foot UTBs service life or purchase 

additional boats like the UTMs. 

1.2 Shore-Based Response Boat System and Assets 

1.2.1 USCG Missions 

The USCG has fourteen mandated missions. These missions fall into four broad categories: maritime 

law enforcement, maritime safety, national defense, and marine environmental protection. These four 

general areas are briefly discussed below. 

1-3 
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Maritime Law Enforcement 

Since its creation to enforce tarif6 laws in 1790, law enforcement has been a primary responsibhty of the 

USCG. Title 14 U S .  Code (U.S.C.) Section 89(a) p e s  USCG o€ficers and petty officers authority to 

make inspections, searches, seizures, and arrests for violations of U.S. laws. USCG law enforcement 

efforts extend to living marine resources law ethrcement, drug interdiction, alien migrant interdiction 

operations, and general law enforcement. 

As a lead Federal agency for at-sea enforcement of national fisheries and marine resource laws and 

international treaties, the USCG conducts a number of at-sea enforcement activities. Enforcement is 

carried out to benefit fisheries, to protect important marine habitat, and to protect threatened and 

endangered species including, for instance, the northern right whale, Ikmp’s Rtdley sea turtle, Hawaiian 

monk seal, Steller sea lion, and harbor porpoise. During the reporting period of September 11, 2001 

through March 8, 2002 (the most recent reporting period), the USCG responded to 115 pollution cases, 

interdicted 1,529 illegal immigrants, seized 70,560 pounds Qbs) o€ cocaine, and seized 19,534 lbs of 

marijuana. 

Maritime Safety 

The USCG’s Search and Rescue (SAR) and international ice patrol services are essential to protecting lives 

and property. The USCG averages 50,000 calls for assistance each year and saved approximately 3,800 

lives in 1999. Between September 11, 2001 and September 11,2002, (the most recent reporting period) 

the USCG conducted over 31,500 SAR operations, assisted over 39,000 people in distress, and saved 

3,281 lives (USCG 2002e). The USCG responds to all calls of distress, whether from fishing and 

recreational boats, downed aircrah, or freighters and tankers. Additionally, the USCG continues to 

support programs to ensure that boats are safe for public use and that they contain appropriate safety 

equipment. 

National Defense 

Although it is part of the Office of Homeland Security, the USCG remains an armed force with a national 

defense mission. Examples of this national defense mission include providing peacetime presence, crisis- 

response, and combat operations across the spectrum of milttary engagement scenarios, from small-scale 

contingencies to major theater wars. These capabhties support joint and combined forces in peacetime, 

crisis, and war. Missions assigned to the USCG include: 

Mditary environmental response operations 

Peacetime mditary engagement 

Maritime interception operations 

Coastal sea control operations 

1-4 
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Port operations, security, and defense 

During the most recent reporting period, the USCG conducted more than 35,000 port security patrols 

and 3,500 air patrols, boarded 2,000 “high interest” boats, and escorted 6,000 boats into and out of port. 

In addition, it established and maintained 124 security zones in the Nation’s ports (USCG 2002~). 

Marine Environmental Protection 

The USCG protects critical natural resources in the 2.25 d o n - s q u a r e  mile  US. EEZ and provides a 

wide range of prevention, protection, containment, and recovery activities and operations. The USCG 

also responds to oil spills of all sizes, funds and often directs their cleanup, and assists in identifjing 

responsible parties. During the most recent reporting period, the USCG responded to 115 pollution 

cases. In the post-September 11, 2001 era, pollution response activities may be needed even more as 

potential terrorists’ activity could include environmental terrorism. 

1.2.2 Response Boat Missions 

Tradltionally, the USCG has employed a multi-mission operational doctrine for boats deployed from 

coastal stations. This has allowed general-purpose assets to support several mission areas. The response 

boats conduct several primary missions: 

e Search and Resnte (SAR) - As mandated by Title 14 U.S.C. Section 88, the USCG is responsible 
for rendering “aid to distressed persons, boats, and aircraft on and under the high seas and on 
and under the waters over whtch the United States has jurisdiction.” Response boats are 
primary assets for conducting coastal zone SAR from most USCG stations. 

Recreational Boating Sgeg (RBS) - In 1971, the Federal Boat Safety Act established a national 
program encompassing all aspects of boating safety. This act, as amended and codified into 
Subtitle I1 of Title 46 U.S.C., tasks the USCG with coordmating a National Recreational 
Boating Safety Program, promulgating boating safety standards, and enforcing those standards. 
With an emphasis on prevention, response boats are primary assets for enforcing boating 
safety standards. Response boats enable USCG personnel to monitor, board, and inspect 
recreational boats to determine compliance. 

Marine Environmental Protection (11zEP) - The USCG protects the public health and safety and 
natural resources from consequences of oil and hazardous material incidents under Title 16 
U.S.C. and the provisions of a wide range of specific laws and treaties such as the Clean Water 
Act and the International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Shtps, November 
2, 1973, London @ARPOL). The USCG’s primary emphasis is on prevention. If prevention 
fails, appropriate response is required to minimize associated damage. In many cases, USCG 
boats provide the first line of defense in the MEP program. One of the primary missions of 
response boats is to support the MEP program through patrols and investigations. Once an 
MEP problem has been identified, response boats may act in a supporting role to the assets 
used for correction or containment. 

e 
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Enforcement oJlclws and Treaties (ELT) - The ELT program emphasizes protecting living marine 
resources, preventing itlegal drug trafficking, interdicting illegal migrants at sea, and enforcing a 
wide range of Federal laws and treaties. In addition, the ELT program provides support to 
other Federal, state, arid local law enforcement activities. The authority for the ELT program 
is primarily set forth in Title 14 U.S.C.; additional authorities are contained in Titles 8, 16, and 
46 U.S.C., along with several Executive Orders (EO) and Presidential Decision Directives. 
Wliile the ELT program has been a mssion since the USCG’s inception, recent years have 
seen an increase in drug and alien migrant interdction within the coastal zone. Response boats 
support ELT in the coastal zone through conducting patrols, boarding suspect boats, and 
recovering illegal alien migrants and contraband from the sea. 

Port Sdeg and Semi9 (PSS) - The Magnusen Act and the Port and Waterways Safety Act of 
1972, along with Titles 14, 16, 33, and 46 U.S.C., various EOs, provide the basis for the 
USCG’s PSS program. The safety component of the program is primarily concerned with the 
prevention of accidental damage to boats and port fackties. The security component is 
primarily concerned with the prevention of intentional destruction, loss, or damage to port 
assets through terrorism and sabotage. W i l e  the USCG’s role in homeland security following 
September 1 1  is still evolving, it is prlmady a component of PSS. Response boats support 
PSS and homeland security through direct security operations (i.e., patrol and interdiction) and 
support ( i e ,  transporting inspectors, investigators, and personnel to commercial boats). 

Defense OperatzonslContzn~en~ Prpredness (DO) - In accordance with Title 14 U.S.C., the USCG 
operates as a branch of the US. Navy in times of war. This happened twice in the 20th 
century, fmt  in World War I and then again in World War 11. Whether under the US.  NaxT or 
the Department of Transportation (DOT), the USCG takes an active d t a q  role, providmg 
support to a wide range of operations including those that have occurred in Korea, Vietnam, 
Grenada, the Persian Gulf, and Haiti. Authorities for this aspect of the USCG’s mission are 
set forth in numerous sections of Titles 10, 33, and 50 U.S.C., as well as various EOs. In 
addtion, under Title 10 U.S.C., the USCG dmctly supports operations within the maritime 
defense zone, a coastal theater. Withn the coastal zone, response boats are one of the primary 
assets for DO. Response boats may be deployed overseas in support of high priority DO, if 
necessary. 

0 

The response boats need to perform these missions in the environmental conditions prevalent in the 

entire U.S. Coastal Zone. 

1.3 Purpose and Need for the Action 

1.3.1 Purpose of the Response Boat Project 

The USCG proposes to acquire and operate approximately 880 boats to replace and add to its existing 

inventory of medium and small response boat assets. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide 

the USCG with boat fleets capable of executing a variety of missions that the USCG is called upon to 

perform primarily in the coastal zone but also in deepwater and inland areas. 

1-6 



Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment 
March 2003 

1.3.2 Need for Replacing Response Boat Assets 

The USCG needs to replace its aging and increasingly inefficient medium and small boat assets in order to 

meet mission needs: 

Ensure optimal capabilities to carry out the mission programs noted in Section 1.2.2. 

Reduce total ownership costs through use of fleets that are more economical to man, operate, 
and maintain. 

Fachtate readiness through maximizing boat availabhty and through reduction of required 
maintenance time. 

Achieve efficiencies in maintenance and training support that are avdable from fleets 
consisting of s d a r  boats. 

The 41-foot UTBs first entered service in 1973. The USCG Yard continued to build them until 1983. 

The 41-foot UTBs replaced 40-foot UTBs, whch began service in 1951. The 208 41-foot UTBs that 

entered USCG service have been primary assets for station-based USCG response within the coastal 

zone. Exceerlmg the end of their 25-year predicted service life, the 41-foot UTBs are experiencing 

increasing maintenance costs and decreasing operational availability due to age. To  date, 49 of the 41-foot 

UTBs have been taken out of service. Some 41-foot UTBs were replaced with new 47-foot Motor 

Lifeboats (47-fOOt MLB); the remainder of those taken out of service has been replaced with non- 

standard UTMs. These UTMs are considered an interim, stopgap solution and do not totally fulfdl 

mission needs. Although the 41-foot UTE3 has performed admirably over the years, the USCG’s role in 

the coastal zone has changed. Wide SXR is s d l  an important mission for the 4l-foot UTB, recent 

emphasis has been placed on faster response time and longer patrol endurance and intercept for missions 

such as enforcement of laws and treaties, port safety and security, and defense operations. 

Most boats operating from USCG stations are smaller, non-standard boats. These are typically 18- to 24- 

foot, open, outboard-powered boats. Over the past ten years, the most predominant non-standard boat 

has been a Rlgd Inflatable Boat or foam-fendered boat with a center console arrangement and twin 

outboards. 

The USCG has more than 350 non-standard response boats assigned to shore units. Typically, every 

station has at least one of these boats to supplement the primary MLBs or UTl3s. These smaller boats 

require fewer crew members, can get undenvay more quickly for rapid local response, and can operate in 

shallower coastal waters. The smaller boats back up the larger boats as quick response assets for short 

duration missions and to reach areas that are not accessible by the larger boats. In addition, most of these 

boats can be easily trailered, allowing their deployment to a wide variety of locations. As a class, the non- 

standard boats have evolved to have very s d a r  roles throughout the USCG. At the same time, it has 

become evident that station-level support of a large, disparate fleet of boats results in increased 
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maintenance and training burdens and increased operational risk. Additionally, the lack of system stock 

spare parts and maintenance information has led t o  reduced senrice like. Standardization of these smaller 

boat assets would allow the USCG to reabe a number of benefits including reduced boat cost due to 

quantity purchase, standard parts support, and standardized training and doctrine. 

1.4 Project Scope and Area 

The project scope includes all USCG fachties along the coastal US . ,  including the Great Lakes states, 

Hawaii, Alaska, Guam, Puerto RICO, and the US. Virgin Islands (see Figure 3-1). The project area 

includes the coastal zone areas up to 50 d e s  offshore where the 41-foot UTB and non-standard boats 

currently operate. The majority of replacements would be on a one-for-one basis at esisting fachties. 

Because of the one-for-one replacement, the USCG anticipates very few circumstances where 

infrastructure changes would be necessary. Some missions, such as SAR, ELT, alien migrant interdiction, 

illegal drug interdiction, and national defense, may occasionally occur outside the project area. 

The USCG manages regonal operations, including its inland, coastal, and deepwater missions, through 

nine districts. To  evaluate the environmental and socioeconomic resources, this Programmatic 

Environmental Assessment (PEA) divides the project area into SLX regions of influence (ROI). The 

boundaries of the six ROIs and the nine USCG districts differ. The ROIs are deltneated in order to focus 

attention on environmental concerns rather than administrative divisions. Moreover, t h s  approach 

reduces the amount of duplication that would otherwise appear. The regons, identified and discussed in 

Section 3.0, cover all nine USCG districts. 

1.5 Scope of the PEA 

A PEA is prepared on broad Federal actions such as the adoption of new agency programs, actions that 

occur over a broad area, or actions that encompass numerous phases. A PEA is prepared to aid the 

development of an approach for implementing a broad policy or program. A PEA also may be prepared 

when an agency contemplates a major decision with wide-reachmg impacts but has not yet made specific 

decisions as to the implementation of that decision. The Response Boat Acquisition meets PEA criteria 

in several ways: response boat missions occur over broad geographic areas; acquisition and introduction 

would take place in phases over the next decade; and specific decisions on asset allocation and distribution 

have not yet been reached. 

The objective of this PEA is to document and assess, at a htgh level, the magnitude and intensity of 

potential environmental effects of the USCG’s proposal to acquire and operate response boats. 

Addtionally, the PEA addresses potential impacts of the continued use of existing assets (the No Action 

Alternative). Findings derived from the PEA udI allow the USCG and the public to compare 

environmental impacts of the Response Boat Acquisition to t a h g  no action. The decision maker will be 
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aware of the inlormation contained in the PEA wheil deciding whether or not to proceed with award of a 

contract to acquire the two types of response boats described in this PEA. 

The only decision being made as a result of this PEA is whether or  not the USCG should proceed with 

procurement of new RB-S and RB-M assets. Such procurement would occur over the nest decade and 

would depend on the availabhty of funds provided by Congress. While most of the boats would be 

replacing non-standard boats on a one-to-one basis at existing USCG facilities, future homeporting 

decisions for the remaining boats WLU be made in the future. Homeporting decisions may also depend on 

a number of factors that may change over time, including schedule of asset delivery, further direction 

from the U.S. Congress, mission requirements, and environmental impacts. In light of these uncertainties, 

attempts to identify detaded impacts to specific location that might be affected by the procurement action 

are premature. Moreover, because the acquisition would occur over the nest decade, environmental 

condtions at any potential homeport location are ke ly  to change. The majority of boats discussed in this 

PEA would be one-to-one replacements at  existing USCG facilities. Decisions regarding the homeporting 

of the remaining boats would be made as the USCG continues to develop response boat systems and 

procedures. Therefore, decisions concerning basing of those boat assets would be made at a later date 

and would be supported by additional environmental documentation, as appropriate. To t h s  end, a 

secondary goal of t h s  PEA is to serve as a tiering document to which subsequent analysis may be built 

upon. With regional environmental concerns identified in this PEA, the necessary follour-on 

environmental documentation would be prepared in a timel!7 and appropriate manner in the future. 

This PEA identifies known environmental concerns using a wide geographc perspective to assist the 

USCG in developing followon environmental documents. Identification of concerns in the PEA is not 

intended to be the only identification or evaluation of potential issues. Rather, broad concerns raised in 

t h s  PEA may be addressed in particular and as appropriate in future analyses, depending on the nature of 

future proposals related to the Response Boat Acquisition program. This PEA fachtates and expedites 

preparation of those subsequent NEPA documents. 

The project scope includes the current inventories of the USCG’s 4l-foot UTBs and non-standard boats. 

The scope also covers the coastal regions of the continental US., Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, Puerto Rico, and 

the U.S. Virgm Islands. 

Ths PEA covers resources relevant to a programmatic level of analysis: marine-related biologcal 

resources, water resources, noise, and air quality. Most of the boats to be acquired under th s  acquisition 

would replace existing boats on a one-to-one basis at existing USCG fachties. Homeporting decisions of 

the remaining boats are not part of this PEA and would be the result of the USCG’s continual 

development of response systems and procedures. As appropriate to such future decisions, additional 

environmental resources may be identified and discussed. These could include resources such as cultural 
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resources, hazardous materials and waste management, socioeconomics and environmental justice, land 

use, and marine safety and transportation. 

Ths document has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 

1969, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations on implementing NEPA (issued at 40 Code 

of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1 509,  DOT Order 5610.1C, I’mizdrtres fir Considering 

Environmental Impacts, and USCG Commandant Instruction (COMDTINST) hf16475.1D ATEPA: 

Implementing Procedures and Poliy f i r  Considering Environmental Impacts. 

1.6 Follow-on NEPA Documentation 

If the Proposed Action, described in Chapter 2, is selected for implementation, follow-on NEPA 

documentation may be required for actions such as homeporting the RB-Ss and RB-Ms. Homeporting 

decisions will be influenced by many factors, including schedule of asset delivery, congressional hndmg, 

mission requirements, and environmental impacts. Since the implementation of the Proposed Action 

would occur over a decade, some of these factors may change. The majority of boat replacements would 

occur on a one-for-one basis. The USCG is currently formulating plans for all sites where new RE-Ss and 

RB-Ms would be located. \%%de the majority of replacements would occur at fachties that currently 

operate small non-standard boats and 41-foot UTBs, some replacements could result in the homeporting 

of adltional boats. Once all homeporting decisions are finalized, follow-on NEPA may be necessary. 

Specific homeporting decisions may be lscussed in different environmental documents at different times 

throughout the acquisition process @.e., an EA on a specific District or region, an EA covering specific 

years, or an EA or CATEX on a case-by-case basis). The USCG would refer to the PEA to determine 

whether follow-on NEPA documentation is necessary. Homeporting decisions, therefore, would be 

made in logical groupings rather than as a single plan. These groupings could include: by regon, by range 

of years, or in some cases on an individual basis. 

The USCG’s current procedure for making homeporting decisions is to evaluate possible alternative sites 

by key criterion, includmg mission requirements, infrastructure, cost, quality of life, and environmental 

impact. When the process concludes, the information will be used to make recommendations to the 

Commandant of the USCG. When an action is ripe for decision-making, appropriate NEPA 

documentation mdl be prepared to provide environmental and socioeconomic information to the 

decision-maker, and ensure all environmental laws and regulations are considered. 

1.7 Public Involvement Process 

To meet the spirit and intent of NEPA, public involvement is encouraged as early as possible. The public 

involvement for this PEA is described below. 

~~ 
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1.7.1 Public Scoping Process 

Scoping is designed to obtain public comments on the Proposed Action, thereby helping the USCG to 

determine the environmental and socioeconomic issues to be addressed in the PEA. The scoping process 

€or the PEA involved a i n a h g  to interested state and Federal parties in the ROI. The m a h g  included 

an Interested Party Letter describing the proposed project. The Interested Party Letter appears in 

Appendix A. The m a h g  list €or the Interested Party Letter appears in Appendix B. Interested parties 

were given 45 days to submit comments. In addition, a Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the 

Federal Regster, announcing the USCG’s intent to prepare a PEA. The NO1 appears in Appendix A. 

Letters and comments appear in Appendix C. 

1.7.2 Public Review of Final PEA and FONSI 

This Final PEA includes all comments that were received on the Draft PEA. An NOA €or the Final PEA 

and FONSI, if applicable, will be published in the Federal Register. 

1.8 Organization of the PEA 

Acronyms and abbreviations are used throughout the document to avoid unnecessary length. A list of 

acronyms and abbreviations used throughout this document can be found on the inside cover of tlis 

PEA. 

Chapter 1: Purpose and Need for the Action: Consistent with CEQ regulations, this chapter identifies 

the purpose of and need €or the proposed action. The chapter also provides an overview of the action, 

describes the area in whch the Proposed Action would occur, and explains the public involvement 

process. 

Chapter 2: Proposed Action and Alternatives: This chapter describes the Proposed Action, alternatives 

considered, and the No Action Alternative. 

Chapter 3: Affected Environment: This chapter describes existing environmental conditions in the areas 

where the Proposed Action would occur. 

Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences: Using information in Chapter 3, t h s  chapter identifies the 

potential for significant environmental impacts on each resource area under the alternatives evaluated in 

detail. Direct and i n k e c t  impacts are identified on a broad scale as appropriate in a PEA. 

Chapter 5: Cumulative Impacts: This chapter discusses the potential cumulative impacts that may result 

from the impacts of the Proposed i\ction, combined with loreseeable future actions. 

- Chapters 6 and 7: These chapters provide references and a list of document preparers. 
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Appendices: This EA includes nine appendices that provide additional information. Appendix A 

includes a copy of the Interested Party letter and a copy of the NO1 as published in the Federal Register. 

Appendix B is a copy of tlie mailing list that provides the names of those to whom the Interested Party 

letter was sent. Appendix C includes the written comments to tlie Interested Party letter and the NOI. 

Appendi  D provides an explanation of the disposal process for excess property. Appendix E includes 

tlie spreadsheets for the air quality analysis. Apperidix F provides further explanation of the terminology 

and methodology used in the noise resource section. Appendix G is a descriptoin of the USCG’s Ocean 

Steward program. Appendix 13 is an excerpt from tlie Atlantic Protected Living Marine Resources 

Initiative (APLMRI) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Finally, Appendix I includes tables listing 

tlie aquatic species within the six ROIs 
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

2.1 Proposed Action 

The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) proposes to acquire and operate approximately 880 new response boats to 

add to or replace existing USCG boat capabhty. Of the boats to be acquired, approshately 700 would 

be Response Boat Small (RB-S) and the remaining 180 would be Response Boat Medium (RB-M). These 

boats would augment or replace present boat assets at 44 Groups and Activities, 186 multi-mission 

stations, and 24 Marine Safety Offices of the USCG. The RB-S would replace non-standard small boats 

on a one-for-one basis at existing facdtties. The majority of the RB-Ms would replace Utrllty Boats 

(UTBs) on a one €or one basis a t  existing facllities. Some locations may receive more than one boat. 

Acquisition of the boats would occur over a period of approximately ten years. Response boat 

replacements would be used at multiple locations along the coastal regons of the continental U.S., Alaska, 

Hawaii, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. V i r p  Islands. Personnel currently serving on the UTBs and 

non-standard boats would be trained prior to transfer to the new boats. Ths Proposed Action is the 

USCG's preferred alternative. 

The USCG currently has 155 41-foot UTBs and approximately 350 non-standard boats at stations around 

the country. The current fleet of small u&ty boats is an assorted rmS of models by various manufacturers 

that have been acquired with more attention to ImmeQate mission needs than to long-term supportabhty 

or training considerations. As a result, the current fleet of USCG boat assets lacks the technology, full- 

mission capabhty, and standardized training and maintenance necessary for efficient and effective mission 

performance. 

As part of the Proposed Action, the USCG would Qspose of the 41-foot UTBs and non-standard boats 

as their replacements become available. The majority of replacements would occur on a one-for-one basis 

at  existing USCG facilities. The USCG has two principal options for disposal of the present fleets of boat 

assets. 

Cannibukze PaTtJjr Reuse. Ths disposal method involves placing the boats in dry-dock and 
using salvageable parts to repair active boats. Because homeporting the RE-Ss and RB-Ms 
would occur over several years, the parts could be beneficial to units needing to make repairs. 

Excess to  General Seruiu.r Administration. The USCG could excess the boats to the General 
Services Administration (GSA). The USCG has specific guidance for t h s  process. Using this 
disposal method would involve temporary storage, if necessary, and declaring the boats excess 
to USCG needs. Subsequent disposition of the boat assets would comply with specific 
statutory and regulatory procedures that establish a hierarchal process for disposal. That 
process is discussed in detail in Appendk D. 
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2.2 No Action Alternative 

The continuation of the existing conditions without implementadoil of the Proposed Action is referred to 

as the No Action Alternative. For the purposes of this project, the No Action Alternative is defined as 

the continued use of non-standard boats and 41-foot UTBs untd such time that they are no longer 

serviceable. At that time, the existing non-standard boats or 41-foot UTBs would be replaced on a onc- 

for-one basis. The No Action Alternative serves as the benchmark against which Federal actions can be 

evaluated. Inclusion o€ the No Action Alternative is prescribed by the Council on Environmental Quality 

(CEQ regulations and, therefore, wdl be carried forward for further analysis in the Programmatic 

Environmental Assessment (PEA). 

Under the No Action Alternative, the USCG would continue to operate existing assets with periodic 

upgrades to those assets untd their replacement. As in the past, replacement would occur on a one-for- 

one basis. Ths would mean that as a UTI3 or non-standard boat reaches or surpasses the end of its 

economic service life, it would be replaced with the same type of asset or by an asset with s d a r  

capabilities. There are several major problems inherent in this approach. The first is that the USCG 

would not have an integrated system. Assets would operate at differing levels of efficiency, resulting in 

decreased efficiency and higher maintenance costs. Moreover, older boats with slower speeds would have 

longer response times for security concerns, search and rescue (SAR), drug interhction, oil spdl and alien 

migrant response operations. Also, assets acquired at various times would continue to require different 

maintenance schedules and a larger parts inventory, thereby increasing overall life cycle costs. 

Under the No Action Alternative, potential Improvements associated with the acquisition of RB-Ss and 

RB-Ms would not be reahzed. Advantages of the RB-S and RB-M include: 

Improved maintenance and training support by obtaining knowledge of one type of boat. 

Decreased risk to crews because the newer boats would have additional safety measurements 
and would be subject to less maintenance. 

Increased boat service bfe by acquiring new boats versus repairing older boats. 

Acquisition cost savings through volume purchasing (multiple identical boats versus individual 
non-standard purchases). 

Decreased maintenance associated with newer boats provides enhanced operational availabdity. 

RB-Ss and RB-Ms provide enhanced crew safety through the provision of secure seating, an 
environmentally controlled cabin, and self-fendering capabdities. 

The interoperabhty of the RB-S and RB-M with Rescue-21 enhances the overall USCG 
command and control in the coastal zone. 

RF-Ms are substantially faster than the 41-foot UTB, allowing for greater effectiveness on 
SAR, LE, and other missions requiring a faster response, and the new Homeland Security 
responsibhties. 
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Technological advances in the past decade allow the RB-M to be better equipped than the 
41 -foot UTB, enhancing mission capabilities. 

T h e  result would be firther strain on manpower and current assets and a decline in the capabhty of the 

USCG to perform their mission responsibhties. This scenario would possibly make it easier for an attack 

to occur in U S .  waters and longer me-period to respond to the results of such an attack. 

2.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 

In  developing alternatives to the Proposed Action, the USCG has assessed the viabhty and 

reasonableness of other alternatives. These are discussed below, along with the reasons for their 

elrmination from detded analysis in thls PEA. 

2.3.1 Localized Replacement of Non-standard Boats 

The USCG considered the one-for-one replacement of non-standard boats on localtzed needs. Existing 

non-standard boats would be replaced on an as-needed basis with new non-standard boats. Tlis 

alternative does not meet the USCG’s established purpose and need, particularly in response to increased 

Homeland Security demands. The purpose is to replace current boats with more cost efficient, safer, and 

more environmentally sound boats that meet the mission requirements. Under this alternative, there 

would be increased strain to boats and manpower and disruption to missions would continue. This 

alternative was found to be not viable because it would lead to inefficiencies in maintenance and training 

support, an increased risk to crew safety, and reduced boat service life. Therefore, tlis alternative was 

deemed not viable. 

2.3.2 RB-M Replacement Alternatives 

Several alternatives have been considered for providing RE-M mission capability w i t h  the coastal zone: 

Extend service life of 41-foot UTB 

Purchase additional 47-foot Motor Life Boats (MLB) to replace 41-foot UTB 

Acquire non-standard L!dty Boats-Medium (UTMs) 

Do not replace and rely on existing 4?-foot hlLB and RB-S class assets to accomplish missions 

Selection of tlis alternative would not meet the USCG’s established purpose and need. The purpose is to 

replace current boats with more cost efficient, safer, and more environmentally sound boats that meet the 

mission requirements. The 41-foot UTBs are past their planned senrice life and are becoming cost- 

prohibitive to maintain. Many replacement parts are no longer in production, and the frequency of fdure 

of some parts is on the rise. Overall, their operational availabiltty is on a downward slope, reducing the 

USCG’s abiltty to respond when needed. The 47-foot MLB costs more to operate and is more boat than 
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necessary for the mission in most areas where the 41-foot U1’B is deployed. Additionally, fachtp changes 

would be necessary to accommodate the larger boat at several locations. Replacing the 41-foot UTBs 

with non-standard UTMs would lead to inefficicricics in maintenance and training support, an increased 

risk to crew, reduced boat service life, and uncertificd mission capabdtty. ’The existing 47-foot MLB are 

not suitable for performing all 4l-foot UTE mission requirements for the reasons previously stated. The 

RB-S is too small to meet all 41-foot UT13 mission requirements. Therefore, these alternatives are 

deemed not viable. 

2.3.3 Reliance on Other Agencies 

In developing the Proposed Action and alternatives, the USCG has assessed the viabhty and 

reasonableness of mission performance by other agencies. Most notably, the concept of transferring 

coastal zone missions to the U.S. Navy is not feasible. The USCG is mandated to carry out these coastal 

missions, and the US.  Navy has neither the authority nor the resources to execute these missions. 

Furthermore, under the Posse Comitatus Act (Title 18 United States Code Fl.S.C.] Section 1385, further 

codified in Title 10 U.S.C. Sections 371-78), only the USCG is permitted to perform boardings of boats 

and, if necessaq, arrest the crews (USCG 2002e). Therefore, this alternative was elmhated because it 

would not meet the purpose and need for this project. 

2.4 Comparison of Environmental Effects of All Alternatives 

Table 2-1 summarizes the impacts of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative 
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Table 2-1. *Impact Summary Matrix 

* N O T E  that this table contains a programmatic summary evaluation of impacts. This EA is a 

first step in a tiered NEPA process. Site-specific analysis will be done where necessary to 

determine if additional NEPA analysis and documentation is needed once specific sites are 

known. While it is anticipated that the proposed action will result in the majority of boat 

replacements being one-for-one replacements with no other changes, site specific infrastructure 

changes, additional personnel or additional boats are possible at some locations and may trigger 

site-specific impacts this document currently cannot evaluate at the programmatic level. For 

more a detailed programmatic environmental analysis of alternatives, see Section 4.0 of this 

document. 

Resource Area 

Air Quality 

Proposed Action 

The regions in which USCG Response 
boats operate d have varying levels 
of air quality and regulatory authority 
to develop and implement air 
regulations. As a result, a i ~  pollution 
regulations and calculations can be 
quite complex and site or area specific. 
The USCG intends to make site- 
specific compliance and sipficance 
determinations during foUom- on 
tiered NEPA analysis. Although some 
locations may receive more than one 
boat, the increased efficiency of the 
engrnes would result in fewer 
emissions. 

No Action Altemative 

The regions m whch USCG current 
boats and thelr one for one 
replacements operate wdl have 
varymg levels of ax quahty and 
regulatory authority to develop and 
mplement au regulauons As a result, 
a x  pollutlon regulatlons and 
calculattons can be qute complex and 
site or area specific The USCG 
Lntends to make site-specific 
comphance and sigmficance 
deterrmnatlons durmg follow- on 
tiered NEPA analysis 

It may; however, be reasonably 
expected that the continued operation 
of older boats, may result in increased 
emssions as the boats age. As new 
boats replace older boats, t h s  
potential impact mould decline. 
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Noise 

h e  to low speed approach and 
locking at USCG fachties in primarily 
ndustrial environments and the fact 
:hat most high-speed missions occur 
Far from shore even tliough some 
.ocations map receive more than one 
loat, the potential noise from 
replacement boats would not have 
significant impacts on humans and 
terrestrial wildlife. Because sound 
levels created by the RBSs and RBMs 
will be well below sound intensities 
associated with severe disturbance to 
whales or other marine mammals, and 
noise disturbance to sea turtles in the 
water would be temporary in nature, 
marine wildlife wlll not be impacted 
sipficantly from noise. 

Although some locations may receive 
more than one boat, current USCG 
environmental policies, regulations, 
and programs designed to protect 
living marine species (eg. The 
APLMRI - A p p e n h  H, Ocean 
steward - Xppendu G and speed 
gudance designed to avoid collisions 
with marine mammals would continue 
to be followed; therefore, neither one 
for one replacement of boats nor small 
numbers of additional boats wdl have 
significant impacts to biological 
protected marine resources or habitats. 
Additionally, these boats are designed 
to be hglily maneuverable. Since part 
of the USCG’s mission is to enforce 
environmental laws on tlie water 
including those protecting marine 
resources, additional standardized and 
newer boats may result in slight 
increased efficiency in carrying out 
those missions, whch would be a 
minor to moderate beneficial impact.. 

Voise impacts from continued 
iperatioii of current vessels and one 
‘or one replacernent of older vessels 
wer time would have no significant 
mpact to humans or biologcal 
:esources for the same reasons 
ndicated under the proposed action 
ilternative. W d e  there could be 
itiglitly less noise impacts due to 
Fewer boats in operation at  one time, 
Ader vessels in need of greater 
maintenance and repair could be 
jlightlJ7 noisier. However, the 
difference in impact level from the 
action alternative is minimal for tlie 
same reasons indicated in the action 
alternative. 

Older boats may not have as quck a 
response t m e  as newer boats nor 
would they be standardued thereby 
lncreaslng the possibhty of less 
mssion efficiency There could be a 
m o r  to moderate negatlve mpact 
from the lnefficiencies of the older 
non-standardlzed boats, the mpact is 
not expected to be sipficant smce 
tlie boats would eventually be 
replaced over t m e  with newer albeit 
not standardized boats and 
protecttons currently m place and 
described under the acnon alternauve 
would be s t d  be in effect 
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Water Resources 

Although some locations may receive 
more than one boat, most USCG 
fachties are located in urban areas 
where water resources arc readily 
available. I n  addition, newer boats 
would release fewer pollutants into 
waters. Therefore, 110 significant 
impacts to water quality are expected 
from this alternative. 

Although older non-standardized 
boats would continue to operate for 
longer periods before being replaced, 
impacts to surface waters from 
potential pollutants associated with 
maintenance problems on older boats 
would slowly diminish as newer, 
cleaner, boats replace current boats. 
Therefore, surface water pollutants 
would be negligible and non 
sipficant. 
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3. Affected Environment 

3.1 Resources for Analysis 

This chapter provides the baseline physical, biologlcal, social, and economic conditions that occur with the 

region of US. Coast Guard (USCG) Response Boat-Small (RB-S) and Response Boat-Medium (RB-M) 

missions. The information provides the basis for potential impact analysis at a programmatic level. Only 

those environmental and socioeconomic conditions relevant to the programmatic level discussion are 

presented. The USCG would replace the majority of current boats on a one-for-one basis at existing facdities. 

It is anticipated that very few, if any, infrastructure changes would be necessary at any particular location. 

Therefore, the Affected Environment section will only address the following resource areas: air quality, noise, 

biologlcal resources, and water resources and will focus on the impacts of boat operations. Because 

homeporting is not part of the asset acquisition decision, site-specific resources are not discussed. Potential 

impacts that may result of homeporting decisions would be addressed in follow on NEPA documentation. 

The USCG will use the PEA to determine the extent of the follow-on NEPA documentation, if necessary. 

Some environmental resources and conditions that are often analyzed have been omitted from thls analysis. 

The following paragraphs identi@ the omitted resource areas and the basis for such exclusions: 

Soih and Land Use. Under the Proposed Action, most boats would be replaced on one-for-one basis; 
therefore, the Proposed Action would only involve minor, if any, physical Qsturbances, earth 
moving, or construction activities. However, it is also possible that shore facilities could be 
affected by future actions. Because it is not known at this time if €uture decisions may impact 
existing facilities, potential impacts from those homeporting decisions would be addressed in 
follow-on NEPA documentation. Accordingly, the USCG has omitted detailed analysis of soils 
and land use. 

Socioeconomia. The Proposed Action does not involve any activities that would contribute to changes 
in socioeconomic resources. There are a number of federally r e c o w e d  Indian Tribes, E s h o s ,  
Aleuts, and Native Hawaiians throughout the ROI. The USCG recogntzes the rights of the treaty 
Indian fishers under the Stevens Treaties, as clarified in the well-known U.S. v Washington h e  of 
cases, begmning with United States v IVnshiigton, 384 F. Supp.312 (W.D. VC’ash.1974). In many areas 
throughout the US., the USCG (either the Captain of the Port or his designate) works with the 
various tribes to identify Usual and Accustomed (UU) fishmg areas, the dates when such areas 
may be used, and when boats may be traveling through these areas. USCG operations do not 
encroach upon the rights of American Indians, Eskunos, Aleuts and Native Hawaiians to exercise 
their traditional religions. Given the programmatic scope of the two alternatives, it is unllkely that 
the project would affect American Indian or Native Hawaiian, Native Alaskan, or other recogntzed 
tribal interests; however, when homeporting decisions are made, these interests would be 
addressed, as appropriate, in follow-up NEPA documentation. The Proposed Action is not 
anticipated to impact the current U&ii fishing areas in the ROI. The USCG would continue to 
coordinate with the tribes to ensure that less than substantial direct effects would result from the 
operations of these boats. As in the case of the Seattle MSST EA, the USCG would continue to 
consult, as necessary, regarding U&A fishing areas with the appropriate tribal leaders. Given the 
USCG’s commitment to working with the Tribes, security and fishmg rights protection need not be 
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incompatible. The Proposed Action would not have a substantial direct effect on one or more 
Indian Tribes, or on the distribution of power and responsibihties between the Federal government 
and Indian Tribes. However, the USCG acknowledges that there could be some effects under a 
heightened security or emergency situation. No new personnel would be added to current fachties. 
Therefore, no significant impacts are expected. However, some additional personnel may be 
necessary at those homeports where more than one boat would be located. In those cases, 
potential impacts would be assessed in follow-on NEPA documentation. Accordingly, the USCG 
has omitted detailed examination of socioeconomics from this PEA. 

Envzronmenta/J. Implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts in 
any environmental resource area that would be expected to disproportionately affect minority and 
low-income populations. Therefore, there are no significant impacts. Because it is not known at 
this time if future decisions may impact minorities and low-income populations, potential impacts 
from those homeporting decisions would be addressed in follow-on NEPA documentation. 
Accordingly, the USCG has omitted detailed examination of environmental justice from t h s  PEA. 

Cultural Resources. The Proposed Action does not involve any activities that would impact cultural 
resources. Under the Proposed Action, most boats would be replaced on one-for-one basis; 
therefore, the proposed action would only involve minor, if any, physical disturbances, earth 
moving, or construction activities. Given the programmatic scope of the hvo alternatives, it is 
unlikely that the project would affect American Indian or Native Hawaiian, Native Alaskan, or 
other recogntzed tribal interests; however, when homeporting decisions are made, these interests 
would be addressed in follow-on NEPA documentation. LYihen it comes time to replace the older 
boats, the USCG would need to evaluate the retiring assets, using gudelmes established in Federal 
legslation and regulation and USCG guidance. The 41-foot UTBs were constructed between 1973 
and 1983 at  the USCG Yard in Baltimore, MD. Therefore, they are under 50 years old - one of the 
criteria for determining whether a resource IS eligible for the National Regster of Historic Places. 
However, because these boats are not 50 years old, in order for them to be ehgible for the register 
as “hlstoric resources” they must be associated with sometlkg exctptional in American listor?.. 
These boats have taken part in a wide variev of actions during their 25 years of service (e,g., some 
participated in the recoveTjT of Space Shuttle Challenger debris, debris from TlYA Flight 800, and 
the search for John F. Kennedy, Jr’s aircraft); however, the role of these small boats in such events 
was not pivotal. They were part of a much larger effort along with many others whose roles were 
k e l y  larger and more important that that of these small and medium sized USCG boats. It is 
unlikely that any one or all the class distinguished it, or themselves, at the “exceptional level” in 
hlstor);. It is also doubtful that these boats are sipficant for their construction or enpeering. 
Prior to future decommissioning, these assets should be assessed for eligbhty per the National 
Register criteria and proper compliance completed under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. The concerns expressed by the appropriate State and local agencies and 
organizations will be considered during the USCG’s historical assessment. It is also possible that 
shore facllities could be affected by future site-specific actions, such as refitting, modifying 
fachties, or transferring or  s e h g  properties. Because it is not known at this time if there would be 
any effects on these existing facilities, any potential effects would be discussed in future 
environmental documents. 

Huyardous Materials und Wuste Management. Under the Proposed Action, most boats would be replaced 
on one-for-one basis; therefore, the Proposed Action is not expected to generate more hazardous 
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waste than currently. In fact, the amount of waste may be less than current levels as outboard 
engines do not require the same level of maintenance as existing inboard engines. The small 
amount of hazardous materials/hazardous wastes that may be generated by additional boats would 
also be managed by the existing fachties’ Hazardous Waste Management Plans. The USCG has an 
excellent record in regards to oil/fuel spds. Since 1996 (when trackmg began) through 2000 (last 
reporting period), total annual s p d  volumes decreased by more than 400 percent and more than 53 
percent of spds were one gallon in volume (USCG 2000). Furthermore, the USCG has stated that 
the 41-foot UTE3 and non-standard boats do not have hazardous materials that would raise 
concerns during the disposal process. Therefore, the USCG has e h a t e d  hazardous materials 
and waste management from further discussion. 

The chapter is organized by sections on each resource area. The scope of the discussion for each resource is 

h t e d  to potential impacts resulting from &IS acquisition. As applicable, each section provides a definition of 

the resource, a general overview of relevant legdative requirements governing the resource, followed by any 

standard operating procedures the USCG maintains to protect the resource. The remainder of the section 

discusses the general conditions of the resources vi.ithm the region of p o t e n d  influence. 

3.2 Regions of Influence 

The region of potential effect for dus project includes all coastal areas in which the USCG currently operates 

of the continental U.S., Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the US. V k p  Islands (see Figure 3-1). To 

address the substantial differences within different geographical regions and to maintain the programmatic 

scope of the analysis, the regon of potential effect is delineated into the following regions of influence (ROI): 

Northeast Waters 

Southeast Waters (including the Gulf of Mexico and Atlantic Ocean around Puerto Rico and the 
Caribbean) 

Pacrfic Continental Waters 

Alaska Waters 

Pacific Tropical Waters (including Hawaii and Guam) 

Great Lakes and intemal waters 
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17th 
z 

Alaska 
Waters 

1-11 1 
i 

13th 
Pacific 

Continental 
Waters 

Pacific Tropical 
6 0  Waters 0 ,  

14th* QD e 0 
*Also includes other U.S. 
territories, as listed in 
Table 3-1. 

Northeast 
Waters 

9th’ 

5th 
8t h 

The project area is delineated into 
six regions of influence that are 
reasonably unique, in terms of 
environmental conditions. NOT TO SCALE 

Figure 3-1. Regions of Influence 

Source: USCG 2002 
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Each ROI is delineated as defined geographical areas that are reasonably unique in terms of environmental 

conditions. Table 3-1 summarizes the ROIs and how each corresponds to USCG districts. Figure 3-1 

illustrates the ROIs 

Table 3-1. Regions of Influence 

c 

Region of Influence 

Northeast Waters 

Southeast Waters 

Pacific Continental 
Waters 

Pacific Tropical Waters 

Alaska Waters 

Great Lakes 

Source: USCG 2002f 

Corresponding Portion 
of USCG Districts 

~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~~ 

1st District; entire district 
5th District; entire &strict 

7th District; entire &strict 
8th District, coastal and 8th District, western rivers 

11 th District; entire district 
13th District; entire district 

14th District; entire district, including Hawaiian 
archpelago; American Samoa, Northern Manana 
Islands, Guam, hfidway Island, K’ake Island, 
Johnston Atoll, & p a n  Reef, Palmyra Atoll, Jamis 
Island, Howland Island, and Baker Island 

17th District; entire &strict, inclubg Alaska, Arctic 
Ocean, North Pacific Ocean, and Bering Sea 

9th District; entire district 

3.3 Environmental Regulations, Laws, and Executive Orders 

Logistic 
Commands /Command 
and Control Facilities 

within the ROI 

Logistic Command (24) 
Command and Control (10) 

Logstic Command (1 5) 
Command and Control (8) 

Logistic Command (1 1) 
Command and Control (6) 

Logistic Command (3) 
Command and Control (5) 

~ ~~ 

Logstic Command (5) 
Command and Control (3) 

None 

RE-S and RE-M operations are subject to environmental protection requirements of Federal legslation, 

Presidential Executive Orders (EOs), and international treaties that the U.S. has signed and ratified. Table 3-2 

is h t e d  to those regulations, laws, and EOs that may reasonably be expect to apply to the Proposed Action. 

It is not intended to be a complete description of the entire legal framework under which the USCG conducts 

its missions. 

RELS and RE-M operations are subject to environmental protection requirements of Federal legislation, 

Presidential EOs, and international treaties that the US.  has signed and ratified. Non-standard boats would be 

replaced with RB-Ss on a one-to-one basis at existing USCG facilities. Therefore, few potential environmental 

impacts, if any, are expected. In some cases, RB-M would be replacing the 41-foot UTE3 on a one-to-one basis 

at existing facilities. Again, few potential environmental impacts are expected. The USCG is stiU formulating 

- 
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Executive Order (EO) 11593, Protection and 
Enhancement oftbe cul#ural Environment 

- 

E 0 I 1990, Protection o f  We#land 

homeporting plans for the remainder of the boats. When specific facilities are identified for homeporting 

these boats, tlm PEA will be reviewed to determine if additional NEPA documentation would be required. 

It is important to note that Table 3-2 is limited to those regulations, laws, and EOs that may be reasonably be 

expected to apply to the proposed action and alternatives. It is not intended to be a complete description of 

the entire legal framework under which the USCG conducts its missions. 

Table 3-2. Applicable Executive Orders, Regulations, and Laws 1 

~~ 

Title, Citation I Summary 

7 Executive Orders 

E O  1 1988, Floodplain illanagemen# 

E O  121 14, Environmental EfectJ Abroad fi ldior 
Federal Actions 

EO 12372, Intergovernmental Review o f  Federal 
Programs (as amended E O  124 16) 

EO 12856, Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know 
L u s  and Pollutioti Prevention Requirements 

E O  13007, Indian Sacred Sites 

All Federal agencies are required to locate, identify, and record 
all cultural resources. Cultural resources include sites of 
archaeological, historical, or architectural significance. 
Requires Federal agencies to avoid undertaking or providmg 
assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless there 
is no practicable alternative, and all practicable measures to 
minimize harm to wetlands has been hdemented. 
If a Federal agency proposes to, conduct, support, or allow an 
action to be located in a 100-year floodplain, the agency shall 
consider alternatives to avoid adverse effects and incompatible 
development in the floodplains. If the agency fmds that the only 
practicable alternative requires siting in a floodplain, the agency 
must, prior to taking action, (i) design or modify its action in 
order to minimize potential harm to or w i t h  the floodplain, 
and (ii) prepare and circulate a notice containing an explanation 
of why the action is proposed to be located in the floodplain. 
Enables officials of Federal agencies to be informed of pertinent - 
environmental considerations and to take such considerations 
into account before taktng major Federal actions that could have 
significant impacts on the environment outside the geographical 
borders of the U.S. and its territories. 
Requires Federal agencies to consult with state and local 
governments when proposed Federal financial assistance or 
direct Federal development has an impact on interstate 
metropolitan urban centers or other interstate areas. 
Requires Federal agencies to plan for chemical emergencies. 
Facilities that store, use, or release certain chemicals are subject 
to various reporting requirements. Reported information is 
made available to the Dubhc. 
Requires certain Federal agencies, including the Department of 
Defense (DoD), to the greatest extent practicable permitted by 
law, to make environmental justice part of their missions by 
identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse 
health or environmental effects on minority and low-income 
nonnlations. 
Requires Federal agencies to accommodate access to, and 
ceremonial use of, sacred sites by practitioners and avoid 
adverselv affecting the Dhvsical LtePritv of such sites. 
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Title, Citation 

EO 13045, Protection ojChifdrenjbm 
Eniimnmentaf Health and Sa/ety h k s  

EO 13 775, Consultation and Coordittation with 
Tndian T?ibal Governments 

EO 13 786, Responsibilities o f  FederalAgencies to 
Pmtect Migratoty Birds 

American Indian &l&ious Freedom Act ,  42 CTnited 
States Code (TJ.S.C.) 1996, Public Law (PL). 95- 
34 1 

Archaeological and Historical Preservation A c t ,  I6 
U.S.C. 4G9 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, 16 
U.S.C. 470 et seq., P.L. 96-95 

CLeanAirAct, 42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q, JuJ, 13, 
7955, as amended 

Coastal Zone Management A c t  o f  1972, I6 U.S.C. 
1451-1464, P.L. 92-583 

Comprehensive E nuironmental Reqonse, 
Compensation, and Liability Act 4 I980 
(CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. 9601.3675, P.L. 96-510, 
amended bq’ Supe fund  Amendments and 
Reairthotization Act o f  1986 (SARA), P.L. 99499 

Department o f  Tranqodation Act, Section 4@ 

~~ 

Summary 

\lakes it a high priority to identify and assess environmental 
iealth and safety risks that may disproportionately affect 
hildren. It also directs agencies to ensure that policies, 
?rograms, actilities, and standards address such risks if 
.dentified. 
Requires Federal agencies to have an accountable process to 
onsure meaningful and timely input by tribal officials in the 
development of policies that have tribal implications. 
Each agency shall “ensure that environmental analvses of 
Federaractions required by the NEPX or other eskblished 
mvironmental review processes evaluate the effects of actions 
and agency plans on migratory birds, with emphasis on species 
of concern; and support the conservation intent of the 
migratory bird conventions by integrating bird conservation 
principles, measures, and practices into agency act ides  and by 
avoidmg or minimizing, to the extent practicable, adverse 
impacts on migratory bird resources when conducting agency 
actions.” 
Protects and preserves the rights of American Inlans, Eskimos, 
Aleuts, and Native Hawaiians to exercise the traltional 
religons. These rights include, but are not limited to, access to 
sites, use and possession of sacred objects, and the freedom to 
worshp through ceremony and traltion rites. 
Protects and preserves hstorical and archaeological data. 
Requires Federal agencies to identify and recover data from 
archaeolomcal sites threatened bv their actions. 
Enacted to preserve and protect resources and sites on Federal 
and Indian lands. Fosters cooperation between governmental 
authorities, professionals, and the public. Prohbits the removal, 
sale, receipt, and interstate transportation of archaeological 
resources obtained illegally from public or In lan  lands. 
Thls Act, as amended, is known as the Clean Air Act (CAi) of 
1970. The amendments made in 1970 established the core of 
the clean air program. The prima7 objective is to establish 
Federal standards for air pollutants. It is designed to improve 
air quality in areas of the country, which do not meet Federal 
standards and to prevent sipficant deterioration in areas where 
air quality exceeds those standards. 
Establishes a policy to preserve, protect, develop, and, where 
possible, restore and enhance the resources of the Nation’s 
coastal zone. Encourages and assists states through the 
development and implementation of coastal zone management 
programs. 
Also known as “Superfund,” provides for liability, 
compensation, cleanup, and emergency response for hazardous 
substances released into the environment and cleanup of 
inactive hazardous substances disposal sites. Also established a 
fund fmanced by hazardous waste generators to support cleanup 
and response actions. 
Requires the Department of Transportation (DOT) to avoid or 
mitigate impacts to public parks and wildlife areas when 
approving transportation programs or projects. 
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Title, Citation 

Endangered Speries A c t  o j  7 913, as amended, 16 
U.S.C. 1531 etseq., P . L  93-205 

Federal P m p e q  and Administrative Services Ai.! 01' 
1949 

Federal Records A c t  

Federal Water Poollution Control A c t  (Clean IVater 
Act), 33 U.S.C. 1251-1387 

Fish and Wild& Coordination Act, 16 U.S. C. 66 I 
et seq., P . L  Chapter 5S 

HistoricSitesAct 41935, 16 U.S.C. 461467, 
P . L  Chapter 593 

Historical and Archaeological Data-Preservation, I 6 
U.S.C. 469 et seq., P.L 93-291 

LaqActof1900, 16 U.S.C. 701, 702;31 Stat. 
187, 32 Stat. 285 

Magnuson-Stevens Fisbey Conservation and 
Management Act, as amended thmxgh October 1 1 ,  
1996, 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seg., P.L. 94-265 

Marine Mammal Protection Act .f 1972, 16 U.S. C. 
1361 etseq., 1401-1407, 1538, 4107 

Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuanes A c f  cf 
1972, 33 U.S.C. 1401-1445, P.L.92-532 

Miyatoy Bird TreagAct 16 U.S.C. 703-712 

National Environmental Poky Act $ I969 
(NEPA), as amended; P.L 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 
4321 et seq. 

Summary 

Protects threatened, endangered, and candldate species of fish, 
wildlife, and plants and their designated critical habitats. Under 
:hs  law, no Federal action is allowed to jeopardize the 
continued existence of an endangered or threatened species. 
Ilie Endangered Species ;\ct also requires consultation with 
USRVS ;ind the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and 
the preparation of a biologcal assessment when such species are 
present in an area that is affected by government activities. 

Guides the process for transferring government property. 

Requires Federal agencies to preserve Federal records of 
potential hstoric value. 
The Clean Water Act is a comprehensive statute aimed at 
restoring and maintaining the chemical, physical, and biological 
integrity of the nation's waters. Primary authority for the 
implementation and enforcement rests with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
The purpose of ths Act is to ensure that wildlife conservation 
receives equal consideration and be coordmated with other 
features of \v.irer-resourcC~ development program, 
Establi4ies J natlon.d p o h  to preserve for public use, hstonc 
sites, bddings, and objects of national significance. 
Protects and preserves hstorical and archaeological data caused 

Y 

as a result of Federal construction projects. Directs Federal 
agencies to notify the Secretary of the Interior when the 
construction project may cause irreparable loss or destruction of 
sigruficant resources or data. Provides a mechanism through 
which resources can be salvaged from a construction site. 
Under t h s  law, it is unlawful to import, export, sell, acquire, or 
purchase fish, wldlife, or plants taken, possessed, transported, 
or sold: 1) in \Golation of US. or InQan law, or  2) in interstate 
or foreign commerce involving any fish, wildlife, or plants taken, 
possessed, or sold in violation of state or foreign law. 
Establishes regional fisheries councils that set fishmg quotas and 
restrictions in US. waters. Federal agencies must consult \kith 
NhIFS on all actions, authorized, funded, or undertaken by the 
agency that ma!; adversely affect essential fish habitat (EFq 
Establishes a moratorium on the t a h g  and importation of 
marine mammals including harassment, hunting, capturing, 
collecting, or lulling or attempting the above actions. Requires 
permits for taking marine mammals. Requires consultations 
with USFTVS and NMFS if impacts to marine mammals are 
possible. 
Regulates the dumping of materials into ocean waters. Provides 
for a permittkg process to control the ocean dumping of 
dredged materials. Establishes the marine sanctuaries program. 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act implements various treaties and 
is for the protection of migratory birds. Under the Act, taking, 
killing, or possessing migratory birds is unlawful. 
Requires Federal agencies to utilize a systematic approach when 
assessing environmental impacts of government activities. 
NEPA proposes an interdisciplinary approach in a decision- 
making process designed to identify unacceptable or 
unnecessary impacts to the environment. 
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Title, Citation 

National Hirtoric Presetvation Act, I6 U.S. C.. 170 
et se4. 

National Invasive Species Ad o f  1996, I6 U,S. C. 
4701 et seq., P.L. 104-332 

Noire ContmlAct $1972, 42 U.S.C. 49014918, 
P . L  92-574 

hTonindigenour Aquatic Nuisance Prevention Control 
Actof1990, 16 U.S.C. 4701 etseq., P.L. 101-646 

Northwest Atiantic Fishener Convention A c t  

Occupational Sdeg and Health Act 

Port and Watenyr Sdeg Act 

Resource Conservation and Recovey Act ,  42 U.S.C. 
6901, P.L 94-580 

Source: USCG 2002f; USCG 2002g 

Summary 

Requires Federal agencies to take account of the effect of any 
federally assisted undertahng or licensing on any district, site, 
building, structure, or object elighle or listed for inclusion in the 
NRHP. Provides for the nomination, identification (through 
listing on the National Repter), and protection of historical and 
cultural properties of significance. 
Reauthorizes and amends the Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance 
Prevention Control Act of 1330. Establishes ballast water 
information and requires guidehes to be issued for the Great 
Lakes. 
Establishes a national policy to promote an environment free 
from noise that jeopardizes health and welfare. Authorizes the 
establishment of Federal noise emissions standards and provides 
information to the public. 

Establishes aquatic nuisance species. 

Implements provisions of international conventions and 
establishes regulatory framework. 
Establishes standards to protect workers, including standards on 
industrial safety, noise, and health standards. 
Sets boat operating and towing safety requirements and sets out 
enforcement provisions. 
Establishes requirements for safely manapg and dsposing of 
solid and hazardous waste and underground storage tanks. 
Federal agencies must comply with waste management 
requirements. 

Note: ' This table only reflects those laws, rcgulations and Ikccutive Orders and rcsource areas that may reasonably be 
expected to apply to the proposed action and alternatives at a programmatic level. 

3.4 AirQuality 

3.4.1 Definition of the Resource 

This section discusses the proposed Response Boat Acquisition, and how the operation of the new boats may 

affect air quality. In addition, thts section discusses the air quality regulations that affect the geographic areas 

where these boats are operated, and the process that would be implemented to assure compliance with such 

regulations. 

In general, the shore-based response boats are used to support the USCG's missions of providmg marine 

environmental protection, maritime safety, maritime law enforcement, and national defense. To successfully 

fulfill these mission objectives, RB-Ss and RE%-Ms are required. Operation of these response boats results in 

emissions of air pollutants as a result of fuel combustion as well as other activities, such as refueling. 

There may be some realignment of missions and resources that accompanies the procurement and 

homeporting of these boats. The USCG is continually developing response system requirements and 

procedures to meet evolving homeland security demands. Some of these changes may include additional boats 

and personnel at some facilities. However, the USCG will review this PEA and determine if additional NEPA 

3-9 



Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment 
March 2003 

documentation would be necessary to support these changes. No environmental impacts from construction, 

fachty heating or cooling demands, or changes in commuting traffic volumes are expected from one-to-one 

replacement at existing USCG fachties. These potential sources of air einissions are therefore not discussed 

further in this Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA). 

Overview of A i r  Quality Issues 

Uthty and response boats are classified as “mobile sources.” Mobile sources are broadly divided into hvo 

groups: on-road and nonroad sources. The type and 

quantity of air emissions from mobile sources can vary widely depending on such factors as engine type and 

manufacturer, associated control equipment, type and quantity of fuel burned, and length of operation. In 

addition, emissions can vary as a function of the engine mode of operation. 

Watercrafts are included in the nonroad category. 

The operation of USCG boats results in emissions of nitrogen &oxide (NO& carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur 

dioxide (SOz), reactive organic gases (ROG), and fine particulate matter (PMm), all predominately formed by 

combustion of fuel. A summary of these pollutants is provided below: 

0 NO2 and SO:! are gases produced from burning fuel. They are major contributors to smog and 
acid rain. NO2 can react with other pollutants in the atmosphere to form ground-level ozone. 
Some references address total oxides of nitrogen and sulfur (NO, and SO,), which are, for the 
purposes of this PEA, equivalent to NO2 and SO2. In this document, both sets of terminology will 
be used, in accordance with the terminology used in the underlying reference in each case. 

CO is a colorless, odorless gas that can result from incomplete fuel combustion. Carbon monoxide 
enters the bloodstream and reduces oxygen delivery to the body’s organs and tissues. 

ROG can be released from burning fuel or other activities, such as painting or refueling operations. 
ROG combines with NO2 in the presence of sunlight to form ground-level ozone. Some 
references address total hydrocarbons (THC) or volatde organic compounds (VOC), which are, for 
the purposes of thls PEA, equivalent to ROG. In this document, the terminology used in the 
underlying reference wdl be used in each case. 

PM10 is any type of fine particulate solid in the air in the form of smoke or dust that can remain 
suspended for extended periods. Fine particulate @e., particulate less than 10 microns in 
aerodynamic diameter) can be absorbed into the bloodstream through the lungs. S t u l e s  have 
shown that short-term and long-term exposure to fine particulate matter can cause acute and 
chronic health effects. 

0 

Implementing Regulations for Air  Quality 

The Clean Air Act (CAA) and its 1990 amendments (CAAA) establish the Federal regulatory framework for 

air quality. The CAAA requires Federal agencies to comply with Federal, state, and local provisions for the 

control of air pollution. 
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General Conformity 

Section 176(c) of the CAAA requires Federal agencies to assure that their actions conform to applicable local 

or State Implementation Plans (SIPS) for achieving and maintaining the National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS). A Federal action must not contribute to new violations of NAAQS or increase the 

frequency or severity of existing violations for criteria pollutants (SOz, NOz, CO, ozone [O,], lead, and PMIo). 

The Nr\AQS are based primarily on health effect data, but can reflect other considerations, such as human 

welfare. 

The SIP can contain regulations that range from hniting industrial emissions of specific pollutants to 

regulations governing emission sources from transportation and other sectors. Each geographic regon of the 

US.  that does not meet the NAAQS is considered a iionattainment area pursuant to the C M  (Section 

102[e]), 42 U.S.C. 7410 et seq. Geographc areas that meet NAAQS are attainment areas. Nonattainment 

areas can be redesignated as attainment, but certain criteria must be met prior to this redesignation. For 

example, avdable ambient monitoring data must demonstrate that the NAAQS have been met, applicable SIP 

revisions to assure attainment must be approved by the US .  Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and 

the EPA must approve a maintenance plan for the area. 

The CAAA require a demonstration of maintenance after the proposed redesignation. During this 

demonstration period, geographic regons previously designated nonattainment and subsequently redeslgnated 

as attainment are called maintenance areas. This demonstration period, or maintenance area classification, is 

established to ensure attainment of NAAQS in the future. 

The emission thresholds that trigger requirements of the conformity rule are called de mznzmir levels. 

Emissions associated with stationaq- sources (e.g., gas stattons) that are subject to permit programs 

incorporated into the SIP are not counted against the de minimis threshold. 

Compliance with the conformity rule can be demonstrated in several ways. Compliance is presumed if the net 

increase in direct and indirect emissions from a Federal action would be less than the relevant de m i n i m i s  

level. If net emissions increase exceed the relevant de niininzz~ value, a formal conformity determination process 

must be followed. Federal agency actions subject to the general conformity rule cannot proceed untd there is 

a demonstration of consistency with the SIP through one of the following mechanisms: 

By dispersion modehg  analyses, demonstrating that direct and indirect emissions from the Federal 
action w d  not cause or contribute to violations of Federal ambient air quality standards. 

By showing that direct and indirect emissions from the Federal action are specifically identified and 
accounted for in an approved SIP. 

By showing that direct and indirect emissions associated with the Federal agency action are 
accommodated within emission forecasts contained in an approved SIP. 
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0 By showing that emissions associated with future conditions will not exceed emissions that would 
occur from a continuation of historical activity levels. 

By arranging emission offsets to fully compensate for the net emissions increase associated with the 
action. 

By obtaining a commitment from the relevant air quality management agency to amend the SIP to 
account for direct and indirect emissions from the Federal agency action. 

0 

0 

Dispersion modeling analyses can be used to demonstrate conformity only in the case of primary pollutants, 

such as carbon monoxide or directly emitted Phll~i. Modeling analyses cannot be used to demonstrate 

conformity for secondary pollutants, such as ozone or photochemically generated particulate matter, because 

the available modeling techniques generally are not sensitive to site-specific emissions. 

Emission Standards for Marine Engines 

Emission standards €or marine e n p e s  were adopted by the Marine Pollution (MARPOL) 73/78 Convention 

in 1997 as Annex VI “Regulations for the Prevention of Air Pollution from Shps.” Marine diesel engmes 

greater than or equal to 130 ktlowatts (kW7 have been subject to the International Maritime Organization 

(IMO) standard for NO, emissions since 2000. In addition, MARPOL has adopted amendments for marine 

engine emissions, shpboard incineration, and fuel oil quality (Wright 1999). 

The USCG Specification for the RB-M requires that RB-Ms comply with the K4RPOL standard for NO,. 

This standard is expressed by the equation: 

NO, g/k\\l’-hr = 45*n-‘I2 
(g/ktV-hr = grams per lalowatt hour) 

where n = the operating speed of the engme in revolutiotis per minute (RPhl). This equates to 10.0 to 10.4 

g/kW-hr for dmels in the 1,800 to 1,500 RPM speed range. Because the hL4RPOL standard is less stringent 

than the 2004 EPA standard for marine diesels (with which the RF-Ms are also required to comply), it will not 

be discussed further in this PEA. 

Marine dmel emission standards have been promulgated by the EPX in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 

(CFR) 94 “Control of Air Pollution from Marine Compression I p t i o n  Engmes.” The EPA standards are 

more comprehensive and more stringent than the MARPOL amendments for marine diesel emissions. EPA’s 

rule places h t s  on emissions of NO2 and hydrocarbons (HC) (combined total), particulate matter (PM), and 

CO. EPA’s rule for regulating emissions from marine diesel engnes is applied to engmes manufactured after 

January 1, 2004. Existing engines generally will not be affected by these new standards. Compliance with 

these standards will be demonstrated through the engne certification process, whch is conducted by the 

engme manufacturer. 
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Category 

n 

c 

Displacement 

(liters/ cylinder) 
HC PM g/kW-hr CO g/kW-hr g/kW-hr (disp.) Starting Date 

LI 

1 

L- 

0.9 I disp < 1.2 2004 7.2 0.30 5.0 

1.2 5 disp < 2.5* 2004 7.2 0.20 5.0 
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The EPA's marine diesel engine standards are based on engine sizes as measured by displacement per cylinder. 

Current regulations affect diesel engines up to 30 liters per cylinder. Standards for the very large (30+ liter per 

cycle) engmes are currently being developed. The EPA marine diesel standards are summarized in Table 3-3. 

Table 3-3. EPA Marine Diesel Emission Standards 

5.0 I disp < 15 2007 7.8 0.27 5.0 

2007 8.7 0.5. .  5.0 
power < 3300 kW 

15 5 disp < 20 

2007 9.8 0.5 5.0 power 2 3300 kW 
15 5 disp < 20 

20 5 disp < 25 2007 9.8 0.5 5.0 

25 5 disp < 30 2007 11.0 , 0.5 5.0 

I 2005 I 7.5 1 0.40 1 5.0 power 2 37 kW 
disp. < 0.9 

I 2.5 5 disp < 5.0 I 2007 I 7.2 I 0.20 I 5.0 

Source: Code of Federal Regulations 40 CFR 94.8 
Note: The diesel engines to be selected for use in the RB-Ms would be expected to most likely be in the 1.2 to 2.5 liters per 
cylinder size range. 

Regional Standards and Requirements for Air Quality 

The regions in whch the USCG operates have varying levels of air quality. The regions also have varying 

levels of regulatory authority to develop and implement air regulations. If a state or local governing body has 

more stringent air quahty requirements than the FedeIal law, then that agency's requirements take precedent 

over the Federal law. In addtion, the CAAA requires Federal agencies, such as the USCG, to comply with 

state, interstate, and local provisions for the control of air pollution. As previously discussed, the NAAQS 

establishes limits for ambient levels of pollutants, and any area that does not meet these standards is classified 

as a nonattainment area. Geographic regions previously deslgnated nonattainment and subsequently 

redeslgnated to attainment are called maintenance areas. Response boats located or operated in nonattainment 

or maintenance areas may have more stringent requirements for emission controls as well as operational 

h i ta t ions  in order to be in conformity with the local SIP. Figure 3-2 shows the counties nationwide 

designated as nonattainment for one or more criteria pollutants. 
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EPA has also promulgated emissions standards applicable to marine outboard motors, such as those used 

on RB-Ss. These standards are found in 40 CFR 91.104. The marine outboard motor emission standard 

h t s  NOx and HC combined, and is expressed as follows: 

NO, & HC (g/kW-lir) = [0.25 * (151 + 557/Pts”y)] + 6 
where Ptx = engine rated output in k\V 

The standards listed above correspond to outboard motors manufactured in 2006 and later. This same 

standard has been adopted by the State of California, where it applies to outboard motors manufactured 

in 2001 through 2003. The 2006 Federal standard is used in this PEA because any boat purchased for use 

in California coastal waters must meet this standard, and because this standard was used by the USCG for 

the outboard motors purchased in 2002 for the stand-up of SLY new Maritime Safety and Security Teams 

(MSSTs) nation-wide and is the same standard for RB-Ss. EAs were written for the MSSTs located in 

Chesapeake, VA, Seattle, WA, Galveston, TX, and San Pedro, CA. Findings of No Sipficant Impact 

have been signed for Chesapeake and Seattle. 

3.4.2 Affected Environment 

Northeast Waters 

A potential problem area in the Northeast regon in relation to air quality is located in Westhampton 

Beach, New York. The ambient air quality in the area is classified as “severe” for ozone, which is almost 

the worst nonattainment classification status. In addltion, the Washmgton, D.C. metropolitan area is 

classified as nonattainment for ozone. The Washmgton, D.C. SIP includes requirements to further reduce 

ozone-forming pollution by more than nine percent. Table 3-4 shows the status of state-administered 

general conformity programs in the Northeast Waters region. 

The Washmgton, D.C. area is also classified as a maintenance area for CO. The nonattainment and 

maintenance areas in t h s  region have not promulgated ambient air quality standards that are more 

stringent than NAAQS, but have adopted a lowemission vehicle program, motor vehlcle inspection 

programs, initiatives to market reformulated gasoline, and guidelines to further reduce pollution from 

large point sources. There are no local programs that specifically target marine boats. 

Other ozone maintenance areas in this region are IGttery and Portland, Maine. 111 addition, Boston, 

Falmouth (Cape Cod), Gloucester, New Bedford, and Woods Hole, Massachusetts, are classified as 

maintenance areas for ozone. Boston is also a maintenance area for CO. In New Jersey, Sandy Hook is 

classified as a severe ozone nonattainment area, and Atlantic City and Cape May are classified as ozone 

maintenance areas. The SIPS for these areas do not currently contain initiatives more stringent than the 

federally promulgated standards for marine boats. 
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Table 3-4. Status of State-Administered General Conformity Programs - Northeast Waters 

SIP 
Approval Regulatory Authority Rule Citation Rule State 

Department of Environmental 
Protection, Bureau of Air 
Alanagement 

N /A N / A  3 a s  not promulgated 
1 General Conformity 
rule 

Connecticut 

Regulation No. 
35 

15-Jul-97 Delaware Department of Natural 
Resources and Environmental 
Control, Division or Air & Waste 
hhagement 
Department of Health, Bureau of 
Environmental Quality, Air 
Quality Division 

Zonformity of 
Jeneral Federal 
4ctlons to State 
[mplementauon Plans 
Determining 
Zonformity of Federal 
ktions to State or 
Federal 
[mplementatlon Plans 

Delaware 

unknown Title 20, District 
of Columbia 
Municipal 
Regulation 403 
(20 DCMR 403) 

District of 
Columbia 

Department of Environmental 
Protection, Bureau of Air Quality 

Chapter 141 23-Sep-97 Zonformity of 
General Federal 
Actions 
conformity 

Maine 

Department of the Environment, 
Air and Radiation Management 
Administration 

9-Dec-98 Title 26, Subtitle 
11, Chapter 26 
(26.1 1.26) 

Maryland 

Department of Environmental 
Protection, Bureau of Waste 
Prevention, Air Program Planning 
unit 

None Has not promulgated 
a General Conformity 
rule 

N /A 
Massachusetts 

New 
Hampshire 

Department of Environmental 
Sercices. Air Resources Di&ion 

Chapter Env-A 
1502 

Conformity of 
General Federal 
Actions 

16-Aug-99 

None E& not promulgated 
a General Conformity 
rule 

N/A Department of Environmental 
Protection, Office of A r  Quality 
hlanagemen t 
Department of Environmental 
Conservation 

New Jersey 

None Has not promulgated 
a General Conformity 
rule 

N/A 
New York 

General Conformity unknown Department of Environmental 
and Natural Resources, Dir3sion 
of Air Quality 

North Caroltna 
A%dministrative 
Code Section 
2D.1600 

North 
Caroltna 

Department of Environmental 
Management, Bureau of 
Environmental Protection, Office 
of Air Resources 

None Has not promulgated 
a General Conformity 
rule 

N /A 

Rhode Island 

Department of Environmental 
Quality, Air Quality Division 

Title 9, V i r p a  
Administrative 
Code Dit3sion 5, 
Chapter 160 
(9VAC5-160) 

Regulation for 
General Conformity 

21 -0ct-97 

Source: Polyak 2002 

3-16 



Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment 
March 2003 

c 

Southeast Waters 

The Houston-Galveston-Brazoria Texas Air Basin has a nonattainment classification as severe for ozone. 

In 1999, Houston topped Los Angeles as the smoggiest city in the U S .  In 2000, Texas metropolis 

exceeded the EPA’s ozone level 21 days. The EPA has targeted this eight-county area in and around 

Houston as a severe ozone nonattainment area because it has not met Federal air quality standards for 

nearly 10 years. The EPA has ordered the counties to meet Federal standards by 2007. The Houston area 

region has not promulgated ambient air quality standards that arc more stringent than N M Q S .  In 

addtion, there are currently no SIP initiatives that specifically target marine boats. The three county 

Beaumont-Port Arthur Air Basin has been designated by EPA as a moderate ozone nonattainment area. 

Locations classified as maintenance areas for ozone in t h s  regon include New Orleans, Louisiana as well 

as St. Petersburg, Cleanvater and Miami, Florida. Also, San Juan, Puerto RICO has a moderate 

nonattainment classification for PMIII. The SIPS for these areas do  not currently contain initiatives more 

stringent than the federally promulgated standards for marine boats. Table 3-5 shows the status of state- 

administered general conformity programs in the Southeast Waters region. 

Pacific Continental Waters 

California has implemented ambient air quality standards that are stricter than the Federal laws. Table 3-6 

provides a comparison of California ambient air quality standards to the Federal standards. 

California is divided into discrete air basins, defined by their natural characteristics. The only extreme 

ozone nonattamment area in the US., which is the worst classification, is the South Coast Air Basin of 

California. The Los Angeles - South Coast Air Basin has some of the worst air quality in the nation, in 

terms of the annual number of days exceedmg the Federal standards. In 1999, there were 51 days in 

which one or more of the Federal standards were esceeded somewhere in the basin, 41 days of which 

were for ozone alone. The hghest US .  location in terms of number of days over the Federal ozone 

standard is located in t h s  basin (Central San Bernardino Mountains, 30 days). The Los Angeles area is 

classified as serious nonattainment for CO and Phliii. 

Sacramento and San Diego are designated as a serious ozone nonattainment areas. In addition, the 

Sacramento metropolitan area is classified as a moderate nonattainment area for PMIO and a maintenance 

area for CO. Other ozone nonattainment areas in California include Alameda, San Francisco, and San 

Pedro. Alameda, San Francisco, and San Pedro are also classified as maintenance areas for CO. Another 

area in this regon that has challenges meeting the NAAQS is hlonterey, which at one time was classified 

as nonattainment for ozone but has since been classified as a maintenance area. 
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Table 3-5. Status of State-Administered General Conformity Programs - Southeast Waters 
~ 

Regulatory Authority State 
SIP 

Approval Rule Citation Rule 

Conformity of Federal ~ 

.Actions to State 
Implementation Plans - 
General Conformitv 

Department of Environment 
Management, Air Division 

Chapter 335-3- 
17-.02 1 1 -May00 Alabama 

Department of Environmental 
Protectlon, Dimsion of Alr 
Resources Management 
Georgla Department of Natural 
Resources, Enmronmental 
Protecuon Division, Air 
Protectlon Branch 

Submitted 
for 

Chapter 62- 
204.500 

Chapter 391-3- 
1.14 

Florida Conformity 
amroval 
Submitted 
for 
approval 
15-Nov-94 

Georga General Conformity 

~ ~~ 

Deterrmfllng 
Confomty of General 
Federal Actions to State 
or  Federal 
Implementation Plans 
No  NiL.IQS 
nonattainment areas 
Confomty of General 
Federal Actions to the 
South Carolina 
Quahty Implementauon 
Plan 
Conformty of General 
Federal Acttons to State 
Implementauon Plans 

Department of Environmental 
Quality 

Title 33, Part 111, 
Chapter 14 Louisiana 9-Mar-98 

Mississippi N /A Department of Emironmental 
Oualitv. Air Division N/Al 

Rexision to the 
South Caroltna 
State 
Implementation 
Plan 

Department of Health and 
Environmental Control, Bureau 
of ;iir Quality 

South 
Carolina 16-Jun-97 

Texas Commission on 
Enmronmental Quahty Texas 11 -bIar-98 Chapter 101.3 

Source: Polyak 2002 

Due to the air quality issues in this regon, state and local agencies have established initiatives to address 

alr quality. For example, the EPA and California Air Resources Board are promulgating emission 

standards €or new engmes used in boats operating solely in Califorma coastal waters. These regulations 

apply to new boats only. Existing USCG assets would not be impacted. 

Seattle-Tacoma is classified as nonattainment for Phf~o. This area is also listed as a maintenance area for 

ozone. The Seattle-Tacoma area has not promulgated ambient alr  quality standards that are more 

stringent than N M Q S .  In addition, there are no  SIP initiatives that specifically target marine boats. 

Table 3-7 shows the status of state-administered general conforfig. programs in the Pacific Continental 

Waters regon. 
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Averaging 
Time 

Table 3-6. Comparison of Federal and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Cali fo rni a 
Standards 

Federal Standards 
Pollutant 

0.09 ppm (1 80 
p(g/1113) 

1 Hour 

8 Hour 
Ozone ( 0 3 )  

0.12 ppm (235 

0.08 ppm (157 standard) 
(same as primary 

Pd") 

Respirable 
Particulate (Phflo) 

8 Hour (Lake 
Tahoe) 

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 

1 Hour 

30 Day Average 

Calendar Quarter 

Fine Particulate 
(p bf2.5) 

6 ppm (7 mg/m3) 

0.053 ppm (100 
p d m 3  (same as primary 

0.25 ppm (470 standard) 
r.cs/mZ) 

1.5 pgjm' (same as primary 
1.5 pg/m' standard) 

Carbon Monoxide 
KO) 

Annual 
Arithmetic Mean 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
P O 4  

0.030 ppm (80 
P d m 3  

Lead 

24 Hour 

3 Hour 

Sulfur Dioxide 
( S o d  

0.04 ppm (105 0.14 ppm (365 
Pg/lni) F d m 3  

0.5 ppm (1300 
pLg/m3) 

Visibility Reducing 
Particles 

24 Hour Sulfates 25 WE/" 

Hydrogen Sulfide 

Source: CARB 2002 

Annual 

(same as pnmary 
standard) 

50 pg/m' Arithmetic hIean 

Annual 
Arithmetic hlean 

(same as primary 
standard) 

8 Hour I 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 1 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

1 Hour I 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) I 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) 

0.25 ppm (655 1 Hour 
pg/m') 

8 Hour (10 a.m. 
to 6 a.m.) 

extinction coefficient 
of 0.23 per kilometer 

1 Hour I 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m3) I 
Notes: ppm = parts per mdhon, mgjm' = milligrams pcr cubic mcter, pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
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Table 3-7. Status of State-Administered General Conformity Programs - 
Pacific Continental Waters 

Rule SIP 
Approval State Regulatory Authority Rule Citation 

Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District 

Not promulgated as a 
rule 

Federal General 
Conformity Regulation California 

Determining Conformity 
of General Federal 
Actions to State or 

Federal Implementation 
Plans 

PIIonterey Bay Unified Air 
Pollution Control District 

Not promulgated as a 
rule California 23-Apr-99 

- 

San Diego County Alr 
PoIlunon Control Distnct 

Rule 1501 Conformity of General 
Federal Actions 23-Apr-99 California 

California 

California 

California 

~ 

Santa Barbara County Air 
Pollution Control District 

Rule 702 General Conformity 
~ 

South Coast h r  Quality 
Lfanagement District Rule 1901 General Conformity 23-Apr-99 

Rule 220 General Conformity Ventura County liir 
Pollution Control District 

Oregon A\d"istrative 
Rules (O;\R) Chapter 

340, Division 250- 
0010 (OAR 340-250- 

0010) 

Department of 
Environmental Quality, i b r  

Quality Division 
Oregon General Conformity 22-Alar-00 

None Has not promulgated a 
General Conformity rule 

Department of Ecology, 
Air Quality Program Washington 

Source: Polyak 2002 

Pacific Tropical Waters 

There are no reglonal air quality issues for this region. Table 3-8 shows the status of state-administered 

general conformity programs in the Pacific Tropical Waters region. 

Table 3-8. Status of State-Administered General Conformity Programs - 
Pacific Tropical Waters 

nonattainment areas 

Source: Polyak 2002 
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State 

Alaska Waters 

SIP 
Approval Regulatory Authority Rule Citation Rule 

There are not as many  ai^ quality issues in the Alaska Waters regon, as compared to other regions of the 

country. Even so, Auke Bay has been classified as moderately nonattainment for PM,,L The Alaska 

region has not promulgated ambient air quality standards that are more stringent than NAAQS. In 

addition, there are no SIP initiatives that specifically target marine boats. Table 3-9 shows the status of 

state-administered general conforinity programs in the Alaska Waters regon. 

hlaska 

Table 3-9. Status of State-Administered General Conformity Programs - Alaska Waters 

Title 18 Alaska General Conforrmty 

Reference of Federal 

Department of Environmental 
Conservatlon, Dirision of Air 

and Water Quahty 

Admmstranve Code Incorporanon By 27-Sep-95 (;MC) 50 725 (18 AAC 
50 725) Regulanons 

Source: Polyak 2002 

Great Lakes 

The Detroit metropolitan area is designated as a maintenance area for ozone. In adltion, Waukegan, 

Illinois is designated as a severe ozone nonattainment area. These areas have not promulgated ambient air 

quality standards that are more stringent than NAAQS. In adltion, there are no SIP initiatives that 

specifically target marine boats. Table 3-10 shows the status of state-administered general conformity 

programs in the Great Lakes regon. 

Air Emissions Estimates for the Existing Condition and No Action Alternative 

The 159 41-foot UTBs currently m the USCG fleet consume approxunately one d o n  gallons of fuel 

per year, or appromately four percent of all diesel fuel consumed by the USCG Fleet VSCG 2001) 

The smaller USCG boats, mcluding Rtgid Inflatable Boats (FtIBs) and 21-foot through 25-foot utdty 

boats consume approxmately a d o n  gallons of gasohe per year (USCG 2001) Table 3-11 provides 

informatton regardmg esttmated errussions for existlng response boats 
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Table 3-10. Status of State-Administered General Conformity Programs - Great Lakes 

SIP 
Approval State Regulatory Authority Rule Citation Rule 

~ 

Title 18, Subtitle B, 
Ch‘ipter 11, Part 255 

Title 326 Indiana 
hdmmistrauve Code 
(IAC) -itticle 16 Rule 
3 (326 I;\C 16-3-1) 

~~ 

General Conformity: 
Cnteria and Procedures 

Environmental Protectlon 
=\gency, Bureau of -Air 

Department of 
Environmental 

hlanagement, Office of ;\ir 
hlaiiagement 

23-Dec-97 

14-Jan-98 

Ilhois 

Indiana 

Michigan 

General Conformity 

Department of 
Environmental Quality, Air 

Quality Division 

Revision to the 
hhchigan State 

Implementation Plan 

General Conformity 
Criteria and Procedures 18-Dec-96 

Determining Conformity 
o l  General Federal 
Actions to State or 

Federal Implementation 
Plans 

General Conformity 
Rules 

hlinnesota Rule 
7009.9000 Pollution Control hgency 15-Jd-97 

11-Mar-96 

h h n e  so ta 

Ohio 

~ ~ ~ 

Oh10 .\drmnistrative 
Code Chapter 3745- 

102 

Environmental Protection 
-Agency, Division of Llir  

Pollution Control 

Pennsylvania 
Department of 

Environmental Protection, 
Bureau of Air Quality 

Title 25, Chapter 
127.801 General Conformity 29-Sep-97 

Conformity of General 
Federal Actions to State 
Implementation Plans 

Department of Natural 
Resources Chapter NR 489 29-Jul-96 Wisconsin 

Source: Polyak 2002 

3.5 Noise 

3.5.1 Definition of the Resource 

Thls section defmes noise standards and methodology, discusses the impacts of noise on humans and 

marine mammals, and describes the existing noise environment in the ROI. The ROI for the noise 

environment includes coastal zone areas where the 41 -foot UTB and non-standard boats currently 

operate in the vicinity of all USCG facllities along the coastal US., including the Great Lakes states, 

Hawaii, Alaska, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands. 

Webster’s dictionary defines noise as “sound or a sound that is loud, dsagreeable, or unwanted.” 

However, the definition of noise is highly subjective. To some people the roar of an e n p i e  is satisfying 

or t h r h g ;  to others it is an annoyance. Loud music may be enjoyable or a torment, depending on the 

listener and the circumstances. While no absolute standards define the threshold of “significant adverse 

impact,” there are common precepts about what constitutes adverse noise in certain settings, based on 

empirical studies. Noise is “adverse” in the degree to whch it interEeres with activities such as speech, 
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RIB s 

Table 3-11. Summary of Estimated Air Emissions for Existing Response Boats 

NO, T H C  PM co 
(tPY) (tPY) (tPY) (QY) 

so 320 76 2,689 

24-foot U T L  

25-foot UTL 

‘+-foot UTB 

21-foot TANB I 3 I 18 I 4 I 137 I 
~ ~~ 

7 5 31 257 

3 21 5 179 

175 25 11 37 

TOTALS 236 415 103 3,309 

L. 

3. 
3. 

4. 
5.  

Source: USCG 2001 
Notes. 
1 .  tpy cquals tons per year 

TANH equals tradorcd aid to navirration 
UTL cquals small utihty boats 
Emission factors and fuel consumption ratc (thcrmal efficiency) f r o m  I<l’;l Nonroad Ihissions 
Model, L’ersion 2.2.0. 
See Appendix E for details on  emissions calculations. 
ilnnual fuel consumption data used in emission estimates was takcn from USCG 2001. 

sleep, and listening to the radio and television and the degree to which human health may be impaired. 

Noise can also cause “adverse impacts” to marine mammals, depending on the type of noise and duration. 

Noise can result in stressful situations that disrupt sleeping, reproduction, feedmg habits, and 

communication. 

Overview of Noise Standards and Terminology 

Noise is customarily measured in decibels (dB), a logarithmic unit that accounts for large variations in 

amplitude and is the accepted standard unit measurement of sound. Figure 3-3 depicts dB noise levels 

associated with some typical activities. In order to evaluate the total community noise environment, a 

time-averaged noise level, or day-night average sound level (DNL), has been developed. DNL is the 

average A-weighted acoustical energy during a 24hour period with a 10 dB penalty added to nighttime 

levels (between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.). The State of California developed the Community Noise Equivalent 

Level (CNEL) to implement state laws regarding land use around airfields. CNEL is the average 11- 

weighted acoustical energy during a 23-hour period with a 5 dB penalty added to evening levels (behveen 

7 p.m. and 10 p.m.) and a 10 dB penalty added to nighttime levels (between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.). These 

penalties account for the intrusiveness of noise events that occur during the evening or nighttime periods 

when ambient noise levels are generally low. Use of the DNL or CNEL noise metrics are endorsed by 

the EPA and have been adopted by other Federal agencies. 
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Figure 3-3. Typical A-weighted Decibel Scale of Common Sounds 

Ambient sound levels vary based upon the setting in which they are measured. For example, in a 

wilderness setting, ambient sound levels range from DNL 20 to 30 dB; in residential areas, they range 

between DNL 30 to 50 dB; and in urban residential areas, they range between DNL 60 to 70 dB (FICON 

1992). In outdoor areas where quiet is a basis for use, “there is no reason to suspect that the general 

population would be at risk from any of the identified effects of noise” @.e., activity interference or 

annoyance) when sound levels are DNL 55 dB or less (EPA 1978). The American National Standards 

Institute (ANSI) has also suggested that land uses in “extensive natural vvlldlife and recreation areas” are 

likely to be considered compatible with DNL 60 dB or less (ANSI 1990). The methodology employing 

DNL and percent highly annoyed (%HA) has been successfully used throughout the US. in a varieq of 

settings, rangmg from urban to rural (see Appendix F for further explanation on noise metria). 

Regulatory Framework for Noise and Standard Operating Procedures 

Most states and territories have developed land use plans and regulations that incorporate noise 

thresholds and standards in accordance with the Noise Control Act (42 U.S.C. 4901, 4918). The USCG 
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cooperates with state and local governments or  the host agency to ensure that the fachties comply with 

state and local noise standards and land usc regulations. Additionally, the USCG Safety and 

Environmental Health Manual (Commandant Instruction [COMDTINST] M5100.47) establishes 

requirements for noise, including compliance with local noise ordinances, and for identifying and 

assessing hazardous noise sources. 

Human Response to Noise 

Human response to noise varies according to the type and characteristics of the noise source, &stance 

between source and receptor, receptor sensitivity, and time of day. Most people are exposed to sound 

levels of 50 to 55 dB (DNL) or higher on a daily basis. Studies specifically conducted to determine noise 

impacts on various human activities show that about 90 percent of the population is not sipficantly 

bothered by outdoor sound levels below 65 dB (DNL) (USDOT 1980). Studies of community annoyance 

in response to numerous types of environmental noise show that DNL correlates well with impact 

assessments and that there is a consistent relationship between DNL and the level of annoyance. 

Human hearing varies in sensitivity for different sound frequencies. The ear is most sensitive to sound 

frequencies between 800 and 8,000 Hertz (Hz) and is least sensitive to sound frequencies below 400 Hz 

or above 12,500 I+. Several different frequency-weighting metrics have been developed using chfferent 

dB adjustment values. The most commonly used decibel weighting schemes are the A-weighted and 

C-weighted scales. The characteristics of sound include parameters such as amplitude, frequency, and 

duration. 

Marine Mammal Response to Noise 

In ocean acoustics, the convention chosen for a reference pressure level is one microPasca1 (1pPa) (ONR 

2000; Richardson, et. a1 1995). This unit differentiates dB in water rather than air. The total ambient 

noise in the open ocean is about 74 dB-referenced IpPa (ONR 2000). Thls ambient noise level is 

composed of natural and human-generated sounds. Human-generated sound comes from a variety of 

sources, including boat traffic, geologc exploration, d t a r y  projects, and aircraft. Sound radiated by the 

many large ships throughout the world’s oceans is the single largest contributor to the increased sound 

levels (ONR 2000). The effects of these boats are both local, affecting specific limited areas, and global, 

contributing to an overall increase in ambient noise. Noise levels throughout the world’s ocean at 

frequencies below 500 Hz have increased over the last three decades (Richardson, et. a1 1995). 

Noise levels associated with supertankers and containershps are 180 to 190 dB-referenced as 1pPa. The 

USCG boats are considerably smaller, with much smaller engmes, so they do not significantly contribute 

to t h s  type of noise (USCG 2002f). 
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Boat (length) and Description 

Existing Noise Outputs for Ships 

Source Level 
F requency (dB referenced 1pPa-meter) 

Boats vary greatly in their noise output. Boat size, hull construction, speed, maintenance, and other 

factors all affect the noise a boat produces. Generally, as the size, load, and speed of a boat increase, so 

does the noise it generates. Boat noises, caused by the turning of the screws, e n p e  operations, and 

onboard machmery, generally fall in a range of 5 to 2,000 Hz, with highest intensities below 100 Hz. 

Larger USCG boats may generate source pressures of 160 to 170 dB-referenced 1pPa at one meter. A 

low frequency sound attenuates with distance to about 155 dB referenced 1pPa at about 100 yards from 

the source and to about 120 dB referenced 1pPa at about hvo d e s  from the source and also depends on 

the physical oceanic environment ( e g ,  temperature and salinity). Table 3-1 2 lists sound pressure source 

levels €or various boats (kchardson, et. a1 1995; USCG undated). 

Small Supply Shps - 180 to 279 feet 

Freighter - 443 feet 

Table 3-12. Underwater Sound Pressure Levels for Various Boats 

1000,1/3 octave 125-135 (at 50 meters) 

41, 1 /3 octave 172 

I 630, 1/3 octave 1 Outboard drive - 23 feet (2 engnes, 80 
horseDower each) 

156 
I I 

Twin Diesel - 1 12 feet 1 630, 1/3 octave I 159 

Source: Richardson, et. al 1995 

3.5.2 Affected Environment 

The majority of the USCG units are stationed adjacent to compatible areas, which are zoned industrial or 

commercial. These areas are equipped with a variety of piers that meet the needs of roll-on/roll-off, 

break bulk cargo, trawlers recreation, commercial fishing, and other large boats. 

Noise produced by water boats and supporting fachties while in port or in transit to off-shore areas can 

combine with other noise sources to affect nearby communities and natural resources. The USCG has 

established guidelines and developed cooperative agreements to mitigate impacts on neighboring 

communities. Federal and state laws and local ordinances establish standards and h t a t i o n s  for noise 

output from ports, airfields, heliports, helipads, power generating plants, and motor vehcles. USCG 

activities are operated in accordance with all Federal and state laws and local ordmances. Deviation from 

compliance with Federal and state laws and local ordinances may temporarily occur in an unusual 

situation, such as a breach in port security. 
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3.6 Biological Resources 

3.6.1 Definition of the Resource 

Biological resources include native or naturahed plants and animals, and the habitats, such as wetlands, 

forests, and grasslands, in which they esist. Sensitive and protected biological resources include plant and 

animal species listed as threatened or endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (VSRVS) or a 

state. Determining which species occur in an area affected by a proposed action may be accomplished 

through literature reviews and coordination with appropriate Federal and state regulatory agency 

representatives, resource managers, and other knowledgeable experts. 

Protected and Sensitive Habitats 

Protected and sensitive habitats are usually defined as those regons that are identified as marine 

sanctuaries, critical habitats, fisheries management areas, national parks, wildlife refuges, and estuarine 

research reserve sites. These regons and areas can be under Federal, state, and in some cases, local 

iurisdictions. 

The USCG has a number of long-standing missions relating to protected and sensitive habitats: 

National Marine Sanctuar Law Eqorcement Program: among other activities, provides routine 
sunTedlance of marine sanctuaries concurrently with other USCG operations and provides 
specific, targeted, or dedicated law enforcement as appropriate. 

Ocean Guardian: a long-range fisheries law enforcement strategy to support national goals for 
fisheries resource management and conservation (see Appendx G). 

Ocean Steward the USCG’s national strategy to help the recovery and maintenance of healthy 
populations of marine protected species. 

Sea Partners: this environmental and outreach program designed to develop community 
awareness of maritime pollution issue and to improve compliance with marine environmental 
protection laws and regulations. 

Commandant Instruction (COAlDTlNST) 16004.3: The National Marine Sanctuary Program 
states, in part, that the “USCG supports NOAA’s phdosophy of education to foster 
involuntary compliance. . ..nevertheless, the sanctuaries require the routine presence of law 
enforcement resources to deter and detect violations.” To do t h s ,  the USCG will “provide 
routine surveillance of marine sanctuaries concurrently with other USCG operations, and 
provide specific, targeted, or dedicated law enforcement as appropriate.” 

Atlantic Protected Living A4arine Resources Initiative (APLMRI): the USCG’s initiative for protecting 
and conserving marine plants and animals in the Atlantic and their habitats (see Appendix H 
for Esecutive Summary). This program consists of two components: 
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1. Internal Program - Establishes USCG policy and procedures to support an internal 
program focused on living marine resource protection, including enhanced enEorcement 
of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Marine Mammals Protection Act (MMPA). 

Conservation Program - Promotes USCG involvement with outside Federal and state 
agencies, public, and non-government organizations to promote consemation and 
protection of living marine resources (USCG 1996). 

2. 

As part of the living marine resources protection initiatives described above, the USCG carries out 

additional services that have direct and indirect benefits to sensitive species and habitats. The USCG has 

played and continues to play an active role in responding to oil spas and in fachtating the containment 

and cleanup process of such spills. For example, in 1989, the USCG served a critical role in coordinating 

the cleanup effort after the Exxon Valdez oil s p a  in Prince Wdtam Sound, Alaska. In addition to 

assisting with oil s p a  prevention and cleanup, the USCG also facdttates research on protected species by 

allowing refuge, marine sanctuary, and National Marine Fisheries Senrice (NMFS) personnel to use assets 

as research platforms (USCG 20029. 

Biosphere Reserves. Biosphere reserves are areas of terrestrial and coastal ecosystems that are 

internationally recogrued w i t h  the framework of the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and 

Cultural Organization’s (UNESCO) Man and the Biosphere (MAB) Program. Individual biosphere 

reserves are listed only at the request of the country in which they are located, and once r e c o p e d ,  

remain under the sovereign jurisdlction of the states where they are situated. Areas can be removed from 

the biosphere reserve list at any time by a request from the countq in which they are located (USCG 

20020. 

In order to facdttate research on ecosystems in various stages of protection and development, biosphere 

reserves meet certain conservation and resource use criteria. The country in which the biosphere reserve 

is located enforces these protective regulations: 

0 

They have a legally protected core area relatively free from outside or human disturbance. 

There is a buffer zone or zones surrounding or contiguous to the core area where human 
activity is carried out, generally at low intensity and compatible with conservation objectives. 

They have transitional areas outside the buffer zone where human activity is more intensified, 
but where conservation and economic development are jointly pursued according to the values 
and guidance of the local community (USCG 20029. 

Eleven biosphere reserves have been designated in coastal regions of the US. (USCG 20029. Table 3-13 

shows the biosphere reserves by region. RB-S and RB-M missions occur in the water within or adjacent 

to most of these reserves. 
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Table 3-13. International Biosphere Reserves in the RB-S and RB-M Project Area 

Pacific Tropical Waters 

I Biosphere Reserve I Region 1 

Hawaiian Islands 

Northeast Waters 1 Virginia Coast I 

Alaska Waters 

Great Lakes 

Southeast Waters 

Aleutian Islands 
Glacier Bay/Admiralty Island 

Isle Royal 

Ceiitral Gulf Coast Plain 
Dry Tortugas 
Everglades 
Virgin Islands 

Golden Gate 
Channel Islands Pacific Continental Waters 

Source: USCG 2002f 

Marine Managed Areas. Marine managed areas (MMAs) is a term used by the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) to refer to a number of biologically and sensitive marine habitats 

that are managed by Federal, state, or local agencies. Because the USCG is required to comply with 

Federal laws and to coordmate with Federal agency activities, the following focuses on those MMAs that 

are offered some degree of protection under Federal law or by Federal agencies. These MhWs include 

national marine sanctuaries, critical habitat areas, fisheries management zones, national park system sites, 

and national wildlife refuges. Joint Federal/s tate managed areas include national estuarine research 

reserve system sites; MhUs may or may not overlap with biosphere reserves. 

All MMAs designated by NOAA are also official candidate marine protected areas @PAS) under EO 

13158. Accordmg to EO 13158, official MPAs refer to “any area of the marine environment that has 

been reserved by Federal, state, territorial, tribal, or local laws or regulations to provide lasting protection 

for part or all of the natural and cultural resources therein.” Under EO 13158, Federal agencies, such as 

the USCG, are directed to avoid harm to these areas or their resources through activities that they 

undertake, fund, or  approve. No hlPAs have been designated at t h s  time. All MhUs designated by 

NOAA, however, are being considered for designation as official MPAs (USCG 2002Q. 

All MMAs are offered varying degrees of protection from agencies such as NMFS, NOAA, the 

Department of the Interior P O I ) ,  USFWS, the National Park Service (NPS), and the USCG. Critical 

habitat is designated under the ESA as “a specific geographic area that is essential for the conservation of 

a threatened or endangered species and that may require special management or protection.” Critical 

habitat can include an area that is not currently occupied by a species but that is needed for the recovery 
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of that species. Another type of MI&\ is national marine sanctuary. Designated under the National 

Marine Sanctuaries Act (16 U.S.C. 1431 et seq.), fourteen national marine sanctuaries have been 

designated at  this time (see Figurc 3-4). hlost sanctuaries prohibit drfing, dredgmg, discharging 

pollutants, and other activities considered to have an adverse effect on wildlife. MMXs that contain coral 

reefs are offered an additional degree of protection under EO 13089. This EO directs Federal agencies to 

determine whether their proposed actions could affect coral reefs; to use their programs and authorities to 

protect and enhance the conditions of such ecosystems; and to the extent permitted by law, to ensure that 

any actions they authorize, fund, or carry out wd not degrade the conditions of such ecosystems. 

3.6.2 Affected Environment 

Northeast Waters 

The Northeast W’aters are home to one biosphere reserve and approxlmately 50 M M s .  The MMAs 

include two National Marine Sanctuaries, four Federal Fisheries Management Zones, seven National Park 

System sites, 37 National Wildlife Refuges, and 10 National Estuarine Research Reserves (NERRs). In 

addition, critical habitat has been designated for the endangered northern right whale in Cape Cod Bay 

and the Great South Channel off the coast of Massachusetts (see Figure 3-5) (USCG 20029. 

Southeast Waters 

The Southeast Waters are home to four biosphere reserves and approxlmately 75 hlhWs The MMAs 

lnclude €our Natlonal hlarlne Sanctuaries (see Figure 3 4 ,  m e  Federal Fisheries Management Zones, 10 

Natlonal Park SJ stem sites, 52 Nauonal Wddhfc Refuges, and rune NERRs In addiuon, critlcal habitat 

has been designated for the nght whale and Johnson’s seagrass (see Figure 3-5) (USCG 20029 

Pacific Continental Waters 

The Pacific Continental Waters region is home to two biosphere reserves and approximately 30 MhfAs. 

The MhWs include five National Marine Sanctuaries (see Figure 3-4), seven National Park System sites, 

16 National Wildlife Refuges, and four NERRs. 

Pacific Tropical Waters 

The Pacific Tropical Waters region is home to more than 20 M M s .  These include two National Marine 

Sanctuaries (see Figure 3-4), one reserve in the process of receiving official status as a National Marine 

Sanctuary, three critical habitat areas €or monk seal (see Figure 3-5), hvo Federal Fisheries Management 

Zone candidate sites, five National Park System sites, and eight National Wildlife Refuges. 
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Alaska Waters 

The Alaska Waters regon is home to two biosphere reserves and approximately 25 MhWs. The M M A s  

include four steUar sea lion critical habitat areas (see Figure 3-5), seven Federal Fisheries Management 

Zone candidate sites, four National Park System sites, 10 National Wildlife Refuges, and one NERR. 

Great Lakes 

The Great Lakes region is home to one biosphere reserve and more than 10 htALls. The MhWs include 

one National Marine Sanctuary (see Figure 3-4), five National Park System sites, SLY National Wildlife 

Refuges, and one NERR. 

3.6.3 Marine Mammals and Sea Turtles 

Marine mammals are an important consideration for USCG activities. The USCG has a Memorandum of 

Understanding (hlOU) with the U S .  Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). As provided in that MOU, the 

USCG will review this program to determine if operations would result in a sipficant negative impact on 

migratory, coastal, or other birds. The location and temporary distribution and abundance of marine 

mammals and sea turtles are often determined by number of factors including environmental, biotic, and 

human-generated factors. Environmental factors may include chemical, clunate, or physical (those related 

to the characteristics of a location). Biotic factors include the distribution and abundance of prey, 

competition for prey, reproduction, natural mortality, catastrophc events ( eg ,  die-offs), and predation. 

Human impacts include noise, huntmg pressure, pollution and oil spas, habitat loss and degradation, 

shpping traffic, recreational and commercial fishing, oil and gas development and production, and seismic 

exploration. It is the interrelationships of these factors that can affect the location and temporaq 

distribution of prey species. Ths ,  in turn, is the major influence on diversity, abundance, and distribution 

of marine mammals. 

The USCG has a long-standing role in protecting marine mammals. It enforces all US. laws on all U.S. 
waters, including laws protecting marine mammals and sensitive species. The USCG enforces the ESA, 

the MMPA, the National Marine Sanctuaries Act, and a number of maritime EOs, and Federal and 

international laws as applicable. The COMDTINSTs include a number of policies, directions, and 

procedures that include specific rules to ensure avoidance with marine mammals and avoid impacts 

whenever possible. 

USCG boats operate in areas inhabited by marine mammals, sea turtles, and various threatened and 

endangered species. Thus, USCG operations and activities might interact with, and potentially affect, 

these species. To  prevent harm to marine mammals and sea turtles, the USCG has standard operating 

procedures, whch incorporate protocols to assist the USCG in avoiding negative impacts to marine 

mammals and sea turtles. 
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The USCG’s Ocean Steward and Ocean Guardian plans, the APLMRI, and speed guidance also support 

these goals. The Ocean Steward Plan protects marine mammals by regulating incidental and intentional 

“takes” (harassment of marine mammals from close or repeated approach by boats. Under the ESA, an 

“endangered species’’ is defined as any species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant 

portion of its range. A “threatened species’’ is defined as any species likely to become an endangered 

species in the foreseeable future. The USFWS also maintains a list of species considered candidates for 

possible listing under the ESA. Although candidate species receive no statutory protection under the 

ESA, the USFYVS has attempted to advise government agencies, industry, and the public that these 

species are at risk and may warrant protection under the Act 

The Ocean Steward Plan is complemented by the Ocean Guardian Plan, whch works to enforce fisheries 

regulation and is a way to reduce environmental damage associated with maritime activities. Fisheries 

enforcement and protection is vital to marine mammals because fish are their prep species. 

The APLMRI lists numerous plans designed to aid and protect living marine resources, including the 

environmental missions mentioned above. Some of these include enhanced enforcement of the h l W A  

and ESA, clearly defmed speed duectives, aid to endangered species research, training programs to 

increase awareness of endangered species, and increased communication between boat traffic. 

Northeast Waters 

Twentyfive species of marine mammals inhabit this ROI, SLY of whch are endangered. Appendix I 

includes tables listing all of the aquatic mammals found in the ROIs. Table 1-1 lists the species found in 

the Northeast Waters regon. 

Endangered whales. All marine mammals are protected under the hlMPA regardless of if they are 

listed under the ESA or  not. RB-S and R€-M operations occur in habitat for all the endangered whale 

species inhabiting thls ROI. Specifically, all east coast homeports from Portland, hlaine south to Port 

Canaveral, Florida are in or near possible habitat for the right, humpback, sei, fin, blue, and sperm whales. 

The USCG could encounter some of these species during its operations, and, as part of its enforcement 

role on U.S. waters, it protects these marine mammals. 

Other Marine Marmnals. Other marine mammal species not listed on the ESA inhabit northeast 

waters. All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are listed under the 

ESA or not. All east coast homeports from Portland, Maine, south to Port Canaveral, Florida are at or 

adjacent to possible marine mammal habitat. The USCG could encounter some of these other species 

during its operations. These species include the minke whale (Buluenopteru ucutoro.rtratu) and various 

dolphins and seals. The minke has worldwide distribution and is hunted in certain parts of the world. 

Entanglement mortality for minkes is on the rise (USCG 2002f). Harbor porpoise distribution varies 
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seasonally, and the population is most common in the Gulf of Maine. Most human-induced mortalities 

are from incidental catches from the groundfish gdlnet fishery, although a small number of individuals are 

also entrapped and killed in herring weirs (USCG 20029. Additional threats include loss of habitat and 

displacement from preferred habitat due to increases in boat traffic (USCG 20029. This species has 

received a great deal of Federal attennon recently. X ruling to reduce harbor porpoise by-catch in US. 
Atlantic @nets was published in 1998 (USCG 20029. 

Seals. All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are listed under the ESA 

or not. Five species of seals (pinnipeds) inhabit northeast waters where R€-S and RE-M operations assets 

operate. These are the harbor seal (Phaca uztdina), gray seal (Huhhoens grCSeu), ringed seal (Phoca hzspida), 

hooded seal (Qstophora trisrata), and harp seal (Phoca graenlandica). The range of the seals is h t e d  

primarily to the coastal waters of New England. The gray seal and the harbor seal are the most common. 

Sea Turtles. Sea turtles are protected under the ESA and the Convention on International Trade in 

Endangered Species (CITES). There are four sea turtle species found in northeast waters where RB-S and 

RB-M operations are conducted (Appendix I, Table 1-2). 

Sea turtles are normally found m tropical and subtropical waters but have occasionally been sighted m the 

colder waters off New England All the sea turtle species listed are reported to nest on beaches m the 

southeastern U S Human disturbance IS the mam cause of the d e c h e  of sea turtle numbers The USCG 

does not have any R€-S and R B - A f  operatlons fachttes w i t h  sea turtle nesung habitat (USCG 20029 

Southeast Waters 

This ROI consists of a large area, composed of three major marine ecosystems. These ecosystems are off 

the southeastern coast of the US. ,  surrounding Puerto Rico and including the Caribbean Sea, and the 

Gulf of Mexico. Marine mammals and sea turtles have varying dstributions and abundances within this 

vast  region. Because of this, the marine mammals species of this ROI are listed in separate tables. 

Appendix I, Tables 1-3 through 1-5 list marine mammal species in the three major marine ecosystems of 

this ROI; sea turtle species in tlus ROI are less variable in distribution and are combined in Table 1-6. 

Nineteen species of marine mammals inhabit the portion of thls ROI that is found along the southeastern 

seaboard of the US.; four of these species are listed as endangered. Table 1-3 lists the marine mammal 

species found in the Southeast Waters, along the southeastern seaboard of the U S .  critical habitat for the 

right whale is also found in the southeastern U S .  RB-S and RE-M ROI (USCG 20029. 

The regon with the least information on the biology, natural history, and distribution of marine mammal 

and sea turtle species is Puerto RICO and the Caribbean Sea (USCG 20029. Some of the islands of the 

northeastern Caribbean Sea are primary habitat for the mating and calving of endangered marine species. 
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Marine mammals, including four endangered specics known to occur in the region of Puerto Rico and the 

Caribbean Sea are listed in Table 1-4. 

The Gulf of Mexico supports a diverse population of marine mammals. Thirty-three species of marine 

mammals are known to inhabit the Gulf. Federally endangered species are right, blue, fin, sei, humpback, 

and sperm whales and the two subspecies of the West Indian manatee. The species found in this location 

are listed in Table 1-5. 

Endangered Whales. All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are 

listed under the ESA or not. Several whales found in the Northeast Waters migrate southward through 

the southeastern regon. These include the endangered humpback, right, and sperm whales (see Figure 3- 

5). It is worth noting that the portion of the RB-S and R E M  operations area along the southeastern 

seaboard of the US .  encompasses right whale reproductive grounds. Pregnant cows migrate each year 

from feeding grounds in the north to the calving grounds in the southern portion of their range. This 

includes the waters off Georgia and Florida. Endangered whales found around Puerto Rico and the 

Caribbean Sea are the humpback and sperm whales. These have been documented in the Turks and 

Caicos island areas, as well as in the Bahamas and Bermuda. There are eight major islands that make up 

the archpelago known as the Turks and Caicos chain. The archipelago lies in the Caribbean, at the 

southern tip of the Bahama island chain. Blue whales have been detected acoustically in the Bahamas and 

Bermuda (USCG 20029. 

Endangered Manatee. All marme mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are 

listed under the ESA or not. The Florida manatee (Tn'chechzrs munattls latimstrir) is listed as an endangered 

species under the ESA. It is a subspecies of the West Indian manatee and inhabits rivers and coastal 

waters of peninsular Florida and southern Georgia (USCG 20029. Long-term studies suggest the 

occurrence of four relatively dlstinct regonal subpopulations of the Florida Manatee, all in Florida: the 

Northwest, Southwest, Atlantic (including the St. Johns River north of Palatka), and the St. Johns River 

group (south of Palatka) (Lefebvre 2001). The subpopulation groups are recovering at different rates 

(USCG 20029. Manatee habitats are adjacent to or in RB-S and RB-M operation areas. Exact numbers 

in Florida are unknown, though population counts from aerial surveys conducted in January 2001 indicate 

3,276 individuals (FMRI 200la). The hghest previous count was 2,639 in 1996 (USCG 20029. A tlird 

or more of manatee deaths are human-related, with the primav cause being colhsion with watercraft 

(USCG 20029. Death is generally the result of the impact and not €rom propeller wounds (USCG 20029. 

A lawsuit settlement (USFWS 2001e) resulted in action taken by the USFWS (among other agencies) to 

evaluate creating more protection areas for manatees. An Advanced Notice of Proposed Rule-Makmg, 

announcing the USFTVS's intent to evaluate and, if appropriate, propose designation of additional 

manatee protection areas, was published in the Federal Regster on September 1, 2000. On January 7, 
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2002, a fmal rultng was published in the Federal Register regarding manatee protection (50 CFR Part 17). 

The ruling states that hvo additional protection areas wdl be established in Florida to further the recovery 

of the Florida manatee by reducing the level of take. Two manatee refuges wdl be established in Brevard 

County, and some watercraft activities will be restricted in these areas. The hvo protection sites are within 

the water bodies commonly h o m n  as the Barge Canal and Sykes Creek. Watercraft within these water 

bodies will be required to be operated a t  reduced speed throughout the year. The USCG enforces speed 

restrictions to protect the slow moving manatee 

The A n d e a n  subspecies of the West Indian manatee (T. m. manutcrs) is known historically in Floridian 

waters, but more typically inhabits the waters of€ Puerto RICO (USCG 2002f). 

Other Marine Mammals. All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are 

listed under the ESA or not. There are several species of non-ESA-listed marine mammal species that 

occur in thls ROI (see Appendix I, Tables 1-3, 1-4, and 1-5); minke whales occur throughout the ROI 

(USCG 20029. The rest of thts discussion covers the two ecosystems represented by the portions of the 

ROI that occur along the southeastern US and the Gulf of Mexico. Bryde’s whales are fairly common in 

the Gulf of Mexico, and there could be a resident population here (USCG 20024. The pygmy sperm 

whale (Kogiu breuceps) and the dwarf sperm whale (K. szmus) occur throughout the ROI, as do numerous 

beaked whale species, includmg Sowerby’s beaked whale (Mesoplodin hidens), Blainville’s beaked whale (M. 

densimstt-ir), Gervais’ beaked whale (M. earopaeus), and Cuvier’s beaked whale (Ziphills mirostris). The short- 

finned pilot whale (Globictphala mauorh_ncbru) is most commonly sighted along the continental slope (see 

glossary for definition). RHO’S dolphin (Grampusgrtsetcs) and l d e r  whale (0r~’Nlu.r oru )  distribution appears 

to be widespread. Melon-headed whales (Peponocephaia electra), false Mer  whales (Pseudorca crassidens), the 

Atlantic spotted dolphm (Stenella attenuata), bottlenose dolphm (Turciops tmncatrrs), the rough-toothed 

dolphin (Jteno bredanenis), and spinner dolphins (Stcnelia longzrostris) are found throughout a great deal of 

this ROI. 

Sea TurtIes. Sea turtles are protected under the ESA and CITES. There are SLY sea turtle species found 

in southeast waters where RE-S and RELM operations are conducted (see Appendix I, Table I-6), and all 

are protected under the ESA. The five most common species of sea turtles known to inhabit the waters 

of this ROI are the green turtle (Chelonia m_l’dus), the loggerhead (Caretfa curettu @as), the hawksbdl 

(Eretmoche& zmbr?cnta), the Kemp’s ridley (LRpidoche& kempzt), and the leatherback (Dermochelus coriacea 

schlegeliz). The hawksbdl, Kemp’s ridley, and leatherback are listed as endangered; the loggerhead, green, 

and olive ridley (Lpzdoche&s olivacea) are federally threatened. Human disturbance is the main cause of the 

declme of sea turtle numbers throughout their ranges. With the exception of the olive ridley, all U.S. sea 

turtle species are reported to nest on beaches in the southeastern US. ,  but only the loggerhead and green 

do so in substantial numbers. Reports of green sea turtles nesting along the Gulf coast are infrequent, and 
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the closest important nesting groups are along the east coast of Florida. There are 5 USCG owned 

properties in the vicinity of turtle nesting sites in FL and one in South Carolina: FL sites are - Hdsboro 

Lighthouse property, Hobe Sound Old LORAN A Station, Station Ponce De Leon Inlet, ANT 

Jacksonde, St Johns Light and Radio Beacon. The South Carolina site is near Georgetown h g h t  Station. 

Loggerheads nest primarily along the Florida panhandle, although some nesting also has been reported 

from Texas to Alabama. There are three critical habitat designations for turtles in this ROI (see Figure 3- 

5). The green turtle, which is federally listed as threatened, has critical habitat in waters extending seaward 

three nautical mdes from the mean high water line of the Culebra Islands in Puerto RICO. The hawksbdl, 

whtch is federally listed as endangered, has critical habitat in waters extending seaward three nautical mdes 

from the mean high water h e  of Isla Mona and Monito Island, Puerto Rico. The leatherback, whtch is 

federally listed as endangered, has designated critical habitat off Sandy Point on St. Croix Island in the 

Caribbean and around southwest Cape Point. Leatherback, green, and hawksbill sea turtles nest 

throughout the U.S. Virgin Islands, and green and hawksbill sea turtles are commonly found feedmg in 

the coastal waters of the U.S. V i r p  Islands. RB-S and RB-M operations assets could transit these areas 

but would Irkely not have extended operations within them. NMFS has issued an incidental take 

statement authorizing the take, by injury or mortality, of one sea turtle along the Atlantic coast. T h s  level 

of take represents the total take per year for all USCG boat and aircraft activities in the area (USCG 

2002f). 

Pacific Continental Waters 

Thty-two species of marine mammals are known to inhabit Pacific Continental Waters (see AppendLy I, 

Table 1-7). Of these, SLY species are listed as endangered (includmg all the large baleen whales except the 

gray whale) and three are listed as threatened. The California gray whale was removed from the Federal 

Endangered Species List in 1994. 

Endangered Wtdes.  All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are 

listed under the ESA or not. RB-S and RB-M operations occur in habitat for s i x  endangered large whale 

species and three threatened marine mammal species inhabiting th s  ROI. Specifically, all west coast 

homeports, from Port Angeles, Washmgton, south to San Diego, California, are in or adjacent to possible 

habitat for protected marine mammal species. The USCG could encounter some of these species during 

its activities and operations. 

Blue whales are found annually in the central California region and can be found in groups near Carmel, 

California. Fin whale Pacific population numbers are uncertain. Fin whales are typically found in coastal 

waters in fall and spring and offshore in winter. The humpback is a commonly observed summer migrant 

in Pacific Continental Waters. The Pacific right whale is not the subject of much regulatory attention, and 

most sightings are of solitary individuals. The northern Pacific population is estimated at 100 animals, 
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malung it the most endangered large whale in the world. They feed in coastal waters during winter 

through fall and can be found in nearshore habitats and bays from the Bering Sea to central Baja 

California. Sperm whales have been recorded year-round in the central and northern California and might 

be residential in this area. Approximately 15 sperm whales per year are incidentally kdled in the California 

open ocean drift gill net fishery (USCG 20020. 

Other Marine Mammals. All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are 

listed under the ESA or not. Several additional noii-ESA-listed species inhabit Pacific Continental Waters 

(see Appendix I, Table 1-7). Gray whales migrate seasonally and are quite common in the ROI at certain 

times of the year. Gray whales have recently begun to be hunted within US .  waters. They are the focus 

of a subsistence hunt that NMFS recently authorized in Washington State for the hlakah Indian tribe. In 

1994, the Makah notified the Federal government they planned to hunt whale again, in accordance with 

their treaty. However, the Internauonal lVhahg Commission had not identified the Makah hunt as a 

subsistence hunt. The U.S. and Russia agreed that 20 bowhead whales intended for hunting by the 

Alaskan Inupiat people would be exchanged for 20 gray whales intended for Russia’s Chukotka people. 

These gray whales then were allocated to the Makah to be hunted over the next four years. The first 

animal was taken in 1999 (USCG 20029. Since that time, a Final Environmental Assessment on Issuing a 

Quota to the Makah Indian Tribe for a Subsistence Hunt on Gray Whales for the Years 2001 and 2002 

was issued July 13, 2001. The new assessment finds that due to the government’s treaty obligation and 

the healthy status of the whale population the tribe’s whale hunting will be allowed to continue. 

Harbor porpoises are found year-round in coastal and offshore Pacific waters. In certain areas, such as 

central California, harbor porpoises have a highly localued mortality due to the set net fisheries (USCG 

20020. 

Sea Turtles. Sea turtles are protected under the ESA and CITES. Seals are frequently seen on land and 

routinely commute from onshore haul-out grounds (land areas where seals leave the water and go to rest 

before returning) to offshore feeding grounds. Steller sea lions (EmetopiusjdutuJ) are listed as lederally 

threatened and are found in nearshore waters out to and beyond the continental shelf. They haul out at 

various locations; Aiio Nuevo Island in northern California is the southernmost breeding location for the 

species. Critical habitat for t h s  species is shown in Figure 3-5. Other non-ESA-listed seals include the 

harbor and northern elephant seal (A4imungn un,zdro.rtri.r) and the California sea lion (Zulophu~ cul~mzms).  

The harbor seal is a resident of portions of Oregon, Washington, and the central California coast, having 

numerous pupping and haul-out sites along the open coast. Major pupping and haul-out sites for the 

northern elephant seal are located along the California coast; the most well known is at Aiio Nuevo. The 

California sea lion is most abundant in California waters, and several of the Channel Islands serve as 

breeding sites (USCG 20020. 
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Three species of federally threatened sea turtles inhabit Pacific Continental Waters: the green, loggerhead 

(Curetta urettd Q@J~, and olive ridley. One endangered species occurs: the leatherback. Of these, the 

leatherback, loggerhead, and olive ridley are most coinmonly reported off the west coast. 

Sea Otters. All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are listed under the 

ESA or not. The southern sea otter (Enb~dra hrlril.) is listed as federally threatened. It is not known if 

California sea otters (E. 1 nereiJj are migrants or residents in certain areas of California (USCG 2002f). 

Occurrences of southern sea otters along the Oregon-California border are probably of isolated seasonal 

residents or foragers that ranged north of their generally recognized territory. 

Pacific Tropical Waters 

Marine mammal and sea turtle distributions and abundances in the waters axound Guam are poorly 

documented. There are documented accounts of pilot whales (Globicephala mamrhynchzis), sperm and 

dwarf sperm (Kogia simtls) whales, as well as of various tropical dolphin species and green sea turtles in 

Guam waters. Most ltkely, the maters are visited by several of the species that inhabit Hawaiian waters, 

but these species would be somewhat transient in this regon (USCG 2002f). 

Other locations fall w i t h  the Pacific Tropical Waters region, including the Johnston Atoll, a National 

Wildlife Refuge, and other territories. Marine mammal and sea turtle species that can occur in the waters 

around the Johnston Atoll include the Hawaiian monk seal (hfonachus schatrinslandi) and the green sea turtle 

(USCG 20029. 

The Hawaiian Islands are the most remote group of islands in the world. Twenty-hvo marine mammal 

species, includmg SLY endangered whales and the endangered Hawaiian monk seal, inhabit these waters 

(USCG 20029 (see Appendix I, Table 1-8). Humpback whales are one of the most abundant marine 

mammals, and the Hawaiian Islands are an important breeding ground. R€-S and RB-M missions occur 

in habitat for all the five endangered large whale species inhabiting this ROI. The USCG would be very 

likely to encounter the humpback whale anywhere in Hawaiian waters during the winter. In December 

2000, the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands Coral Reef Ecosystem Reserve was created by EO 13178. The 

reserve encompasses an area of the marine waters and submerged lands of the Northwestern Hawaiian 

Islands, extending approximately 1,200 nautical d e s  long and 100 nautical miles wide. A s  part of the 

establishment of the reserve, EO 131 78 contains conservation measures that restrict some activities and 

establishes reserve preservation areas around certain islands, atolls, and banks, where all consumptive or 

extractive uses are prohlbited. 

Endangered Whales. All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are 

listed under the ESA or not. Humpback whales are abundant in coastal waters off the main Hawaiian 

Islands from November through April and number approximately 6,000 in the North Pacific. Their 
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numbers appear to be increasing, with estimates of about 4,000 animals visiting Hawaii annually (USCG 

20029. The whales occupy tropical waters during winter, when they are breeding and calving, and polar 

waters during spring, summer, and fall. Humpback whales are found in waters off all seven main 

Hawaiian Islands (USCG 20029. Some studies suggest that habitat use patterns of females and calves in 

nearshore Maui waters might have decreased, perhaps due to increasing boat and human activities (USCG 

20029. As humpback whales are quite vulnerable to disturbance and possibly to boat strkes, regulations 

in Hawaii prohibit boats from approachmg within 100 yards of adult wliales and within 300 yards of 

mother/calf pairs (USCG 20029. 

Other Marine Mammals. All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are 

listed under the ESA or not. There are several non ESA-listed marine mammals found in Hawaiian 

waters (see Appendix I, Table 1-8). These include Bryde's whales (Buluenoptera edenz), minke whales, pygmy 

(Kogia breviceps) and dwarf sperm whales, M e r  whales, false M e r  whales (Pseadorm crassidens), pygmy H e r  

whales (Fema attentrate), pilot whales, beaked whale species (Mesoplodon and Ziphim spp.), melon-headed 

whales (Peponocepbala electra), bottlenose dolphms (Twsiops truncattrs), spinner dolphtns (Stenella longirostni), 

rough-toothed dolphms (Stem bredanenis), and several species of spotted dolphms, the most common of 

which is Stenella attenuata. 

Sea Turtles. Sea turtles are protected under the ESA and CITES. The federally endangered Hawaiian 

monk seal (hlonadws scbauimlandz) inhabits the seven main islands. Current estimates indcate that the 

monk seal population is declining and is believed to be approximately 1,000 animals (USCG 20029. 

Hawaiian monk seals breed primarily at Laysan Island, Lisianslil Island, and Pearl and Hermes reefs. 

Critical habitat for the Hawaiian monk seal is shown in Figure 3-5. The USCG does not have any current 

RB-S and R€-M facilities w i t h  monk seal critical habitat. 

Five species of sea turtles inhabit waters of the Hawaiian Islands: green, loggerhead, leatherback, 

hawksbill, and olive ridley. Greens and hawksbills nest annually on Hawaiian beaches. An estimated 450 

to 475 green turtles nest annually in Hawaii; only 12 to 15 nests are recorded each year. The green sea 

turtle is considered the most abundant sea turtle in Hawaiian waters. Hawksbills are considered 

uncommon, and a small number nest on Hawaii and Molokai each year. Adult leatherbacks are 

commonly sighted near the Hawaiian archipelago. Most records of olive ridley are from entanglements 

and strandmgs (USCG 20029. USCG activities and operations would most fiely not be located in 

Hawaiian waters with sea turtles. 

Alaska Waters 

Alaskan Waters include nearshore and intertidal ecosystems and offshore areas (i.e., the entire continental 

shelf of Alaska). The coastal waters of the Bering Sea are dominated by sea ice during most winters. 

~ 
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There is federally approved subsistence hunting for indigenous people in the region for seal and walrus, 

and some species of whale and polar bear are seasonally present (USCG 20029. Polar bears can be found 

in north and northwest Alaska. In winter, they wd travel as far south as St. Lawrence Island or  St. 

Matthew Island. During summer, they are more commonly found near the edge of tlie ice in the Beaufort 

Sea and the Cliukch Sea. There are approximately 3,000 to 5,000 polar bears in Alaska (USCG 20029. 

All coasts north of the Bering Strait are bordered by sea ice every winter, with pack ice often just offshore 

all summer. Marine mammals that occur here are rare or nonexistent south of the Bering Sea. Twenty- 

four species of marine mammals are known to inhabit Alaskan waters (see Appendix I, Table 1-9). Of 

these, seven species are listed as endangered (including all the large baleen whales, except the gray whale), 

and two species (the steller sea lion and the southern sea otter) are listed as threatened. RB-S and RB-hf 

missions are unlikely to occur in bowhead or sperm whale habitat, but the other five endangered whale 

species and one threatened seal species may be collocated with USCG activities and operations. 

Endangered Whales. All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are 

listed under the ESA or not. Seven endangered species of baleen whales inhabit these waters: bowhead 

(Buluenu mystzcetus), humpback, gray, right, sei, fin, and blue whale. Humpback whales summer throughout 

tlie central and western portions of the Gulf of Alaska, including Prince VC'iUiam Sound, around Ko&ak 

Island, and along the southern coasthe of the Alaska Peninsula. There have been a few documented 

sightings of humpbacks in offshore waters of the central Gulf of Alaska. The western North Pacific 

population is small, numbers approximately 400 to 600 animals (USCG 20029 and winters south of the 

Japanese archpelago. The central North Pacific group is believed to consist of at least 4,000 whales and 

winters in the waters around 'Hawaii. In Alaska, the number of cruise slips entering Glacier Bay has been 

h t e d  to reduce possible whale disturbances (USCG 20029. As humpback whales are quite vulnerable 

to disturbance and possibly to boat strkes, new regulations have been instituted in Alaskan waters to 

protect these animals. N O M  has issued the completion of a final rule to protect humpback whales in 

Alaskan waters from dsturbance by boats. The rule limits the minimum approach distance to 100 yards, 

requires a "slow, safe speed" when near a humpback whale, and prohibits disruption of a whale's normal 

behavior or prior activity (USCG 20029. 

Other Marine Mammals. All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are 

listed under the ESA or not. In the Bering Sea, the northernmost major breeding ground for Steller sea 

lions is on Walrus Island (in the Pribilof Islands), and their northernmost major haul-out is 011 Hall Island 

(off the northwestern tip of St. Matthew Island). Population estimates for the western U.S. population 

fell 80 percent over the last 20 years; in 2000, that number has further declined. The d e c h e  in numbers 

over the last three decades is apparent in all groups of Steller sea lions in regons throughout its range. 

There is some evidence that the eastern population is recovering. The Steller sea lion is listed as 

threatened throughout its range in Alaska. However, the western stock of the Steller sea lion was recently 
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up listed to endangered in May 1997. The delineation is as follows: Steller sea lions are considered a 

Federal threatened species for populations east of 144 degrees West Longtude and a Federal endangered 

species for all populations west of 144 degrees West Longitude. In Alaska, all major Steller sea lion 

breeding grounds associated with terrestrial, air, and aquatic zones are designated critical habitat (Figure 3- 

5). There are three special aquatic f o r a p g  areas in Alaska: the Shelikof Strait area, the Bogoslof area, and 

the Seguam Pass area (USCG 2002f). The USCG does not have any RB-S and RB-M facilities within 

Steller sea lion habitat. 

Sea Turtles. Sea turtles are protected under the ESA and CITES. The endangered leatherback turtle 

inhabits Alaskan waters and has been found in the Bering Sea, along the coast of Russia. The Pacific 

population of leatherbacks appears to be in a critical state of decline (USCG 20029. 

Sea Otters. All marine mammals are protected under the MMPA regardless of if they are listed under the 

ESA or not. The Alaskan sea otter’s recovery has been successful, and its numbers have increased from 

approximately 2,000 total animals in 1911 to behveen 110,000 and 160,000 today. Smaller populations 

exist in the Commander and Kurile Islands, British Columbia, Washgton ,  and California. Sea otters are 

hunted by Alaska natives €or subsistence and products used in handicrafts. They are sometimes caught 

and drowned in fishlng nets. The Exxon Valdez od spill demonstrated the effects of oil contamination on 

sea otters. More than 1,000 carcasses were found after the spill, and it is likely that the total number that 

dted was several times greater (USCG 2002f). 

Great Lakes 

There are no marine mammal resources within the Great Lakes 

3.6.4 Fish 

Living marine resource protection is an important USCG mission. As a part of this mission, the USCG 

undertakes such activities as enforcing domestic fisheries laws, ensuring U S .  compliance with 

international agreements pertaining to living marine resources, and ensuring the development of viable 

enforcement schemes designed to protect, conserve, and manage living marine resources. The USCG 

also works to prevent illegal encroachment by foreign fishing boats of the U.S. EEZ, which is the area 

between three and 200 miles off the coast of the U.S. 

The USCG undertakes such activities as enforcing domestic fisheries laws and ensuring the development 

of practical enforcement plans to protect, conserve, and manage these resources. The USCG enforces 

several laws pertaining to fish and fisheries management: 

Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.) 
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Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3371 et seq.) 

Atlantic Tunas Convention (16 U.S.C. 971, et seq.) 

Tunas Convention Act of 1950 (16 U.S.C. 951, et seq.) 

Atlantic Salmon Convention Act (16 U.S.C. 3601, et seq.) 

North Atlantic Salmon Fishing Program (16 U.S.C. 3607) 

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Convention (16 U.S.C. 5606) 

Antarctic Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 2401, et seq.) 

High Seas Fishing Compliance (16 U.S.C. 5504) 

Pacific Salmon Fishing Program (16 U.S.C. 3637) 

Sockeye Salmon Act (16 U.S.C. 3631, et seq.) 

Antarctic Marine Living Resources Convention (16 U.S.C. 2431, et seq.) 

Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1536 et seq.) 

Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (16 U.S.C. 1402, et seq.) 

High Seas Driftnet Fisheries Enforcement Act (16 U.S.C. 1826 and P.L. 102- 582) 

High Seas Fishing Compliance Act of 1995 (PL 104-43) 

National Fishery Management Program (16 U.S.C. 1861) 

Central Bering Sea Fisheries Enforcement Act (16 U.S.C. 1823) 

North Pacific Anadromous Stocks Convention Act (16 U.S.C. 5001, et seq.) 

Fish and Wildlife Conscn-ation Act (16 C.S.C. 2901, et seq.) 

Atlantic Striped Bass Act (16 U.S.C. 1851, et seq.) 

South Pacific Tuna Act of 1988 (16 U.S.C. 973, et seq.) 

Presidential Decision Directive/NSC-36 is US.  Policy on protecting the ocean envkonment 

North Pacific Halibut Act (16 U.S.C. 773, et seq.) 

Sponge Act (16 U.S.C. 781, et seq.) 

Coast Guard Primary Duties (14 U.S.C. 2) 

The USCG also has two initiatives related to fish and fisheries management: 

Ocean Steward 

Ocean Guardian (includes the Fisheries Enforcement Strateglc Plan) 

In addition, the USCG is mandated to comply with three Federal statutes in particular that pertain to 

Living marine resource protection, as follows: 
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e Coast Guard Primaty Duties (14 U.S.C. 2). Requires the USCG to enforce or assist in enforcing 
all applicable Federal laws on, under, and over the high seas and waters subject to the 
jurisdiction of the U S .  These laws include those that pertain to living marine resource 
protection. 

Nutionul Fishey Manaxement I’rogram Eiqorcement (16 U.S.C. 1861). 
enforce the provisions of the National Fishery Management Program. 

High Seas FZJ~Z~Z~ Complinmce (16 CI.S.C: 5504). Requires the USCG to cooperate with the 
Commerce Department to develop a report to provide informatioil on high seas fishmg vessel 
activities that undermine the effectiveness of international conservation and management 
measures (USCG 20029. 

Requires the USCG to 

Northeast Waters 

The Northeast Fishery Council and the Md-Atlantic Fisheries Council manage the commercial and 

recreational fisheries of the Northeast Waters. The commercial yield of fish by weight in the northeast 

was 680,600 metric tons in 1999, which was 42.9 percent of the eastern U.S., which includes the southeast 

Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico. A large percentage of commercially and recreationally harvested fish in 

this region are overexploited. Appendix I includes tables listing all of the fish species found in the ROIs. 

Table 1-10 lists the commercially important fish species found in the Northeast Waters (USCG 20029. 

In addition to fish species, shellfish have proved to be an important component to the fisheries industry. 

From Maine to Cape Cod, Massachusetts, approved shellfish growing areas covered more than 1,000 

square mdes in 1998. Further south, the area from Buzzards Bay, Massachusetts, to Chesapeake Bay, 

Virgima, has an approved shellfish growing area of approximately 6,300 square mdes. From thls area 

alone, approximately 1.1 bdlion pounds of seafood were landed in 1989 (USCG 20029. 

Commercially important marine arthropods of the Northeast Waters include lobsters, crayfish, crabs, and 

shrimp. Mollusks, or members of the phylum Mollusca, are also important in the region. Mollusks are 

bilaterally symmetrical invertebrates such as clams, octopuses, and squid (USCG 20029. 

Phytoplankton, which include photosynthesizing organisms, such as algae, are important primary 

producers in the northeast marine ecosystem and are thus considered an important basic food source to 

marine organisms of the regon, including commercial fish. Large numbers of phytoplankton and another 

primary producer, zooplankton, have formed the basis of productive marine ecosystems, such as the 

Georges Bank, located off the coast of Massachusetts and Maine (USCG 20029. Certain types of 

phytoplankton, however, have been known to cause illness to the microbial food web, to fish, and 

sometimes to humans. One such example affecting waters off the coast of New England is red tide, 

caused by Alexundrium tamurense whose red tint makes the ocean water appear red. A newly discovered 

alga h k e d  to fish kills off the coast of the Middle Atlantic States is PjesterPa. Harmful algal blooms off 
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the coast of New England and the Wd-Atlantic States have been linked in particular to shellfish 

poisoning (USCG 20020. 

The Northeast Waters, like other marine regions of the US .  and U.S. territories, is affected by invasive 

species. Invasive species are non-native species whose introduction to an ecosystem harms or is likely to 

harm the environment, human health, or the economy (EO 13112). Although invasive species can be 

introduced by a variety of means, sl ip ballast water is one of the most important pathways for marine 

species transfer. Ballast water is carried by s h p s  to provide stabhty and to adjust a boat’s trim for optimal 

steering and propulsion. Ballast water often originates in ports of departure and coastal regions and is 

subsequently released at sea, along inland coasts, and in destination ports. The effect of invasive species 

released by ballast water transfer varies among boat types @articularly ballast tank structure), ballast 

release practices (often controlled by local regulations), and according to cargo and sea conditions (UCSG 

2002). 

All Federal agencies have been mandated by EO 13112 on Invasive Species to prevent and control 

introductions of invasive species in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner. The transfer of 

invasive species is also controlled by the National Invasive Species Act of 1996 (16 U.S.C. 4701 et. seq.), 

whch issued mandatory ballast management reporting and voluntary ballast exchange guidelines to all 

boats that enter U.S. waters from outside the EEZ, with the exception of d t a r y  boats, crude oil tankers 

that carry out coastwise trade, and some passenger ships that are equipped with ballast treatment systems 

(16 U.S.C. 4701 et. seq.). The USCG is charged with implementing the National Invasive Species Act, 

including establishing standards for ballast water management to control the spread of aquatic nuisance 

species. Managng ballast water and preventing the spread of invasive species is a developing area of 

study. The USCG and the EPA are worktng together to speed the development and commercialization of 

innovative ballast water treatment systems. 

Two species of endangered fish might be found in the Northeast Waters. They are the endangered 

Altantic salmon and the endangered shortnose sturgeon. 

Southeast Waters 

The Southeast Waters are composed of three major marine ecosystems: off the southeastern coast of the 

US. ,  surrounding Puerto Rico and including the Caribbean Sea, and the Gulf of Mexico. The fisheries in 

these regions are managed by the Southeast Fisheries Council, the Caribbean Fisheries Management 

Council (CFMC), and the Gulf of Mexico Fisheries hlanagement Council, respectively. Fish commercially 

harvested off the east coast of the southeastern U.S. include large coastal sharks, several types of tuna and 

billfishes, coastal pelagics, reef fish, and sciaenids (or sound-producing fish known as drums or croakers). 

Many of these species are overexploited. During 1999, total fish landings for commercial fisheries in the 
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Gulf totaled 884,993.2 metric tons, or 55.7 percent of the total fish landrngs of the eastern U.S. (USCG 

2002f). These species are described in Appends I, Table 1-1 1. 

In the Gulf of Mexico, the bulk of commercial fish landings are from epipelagic fish, which occupy the 

upper 656 feet of the water column. These include dolphfish,  sailfish, white marlin, blue m a r h ,  and 

tunas. Commercial fishing in deeper waters targets fewer species and produces landings that hstoricallp 

contribute less than one percent of the regional total weight and dollar value. Some commercially 

important fish and lobster species are found in coral reefs and seagrass beds. These species include 

groupers (Mjrteroperm spp.), hinds (Epinepheh4.c spp.), amberjacks (Seriola spp.), barracuda (JphS,ruenu 

humzmda), red snapper (Lt/$untr.r “vpechunm), spiny lobsters (I’unztiznts argzts) and shovel-nose lobsters 

(Sylliarides aeqrrznodzaalir). The Gulf Coast has approximately 9,000 square miles of shellfish growing 

waters, of whch about 42 percent is approved for harvesting (USCG 2002f). Appendut I, Table 1-11 

describes commercially important fish in the Gulf of Mexico. 

The Caribbean Fisheries hlanagement Council target fewer species than in the Gulf of Mexico. The 

CFMC has designated essential fish habitat (EFH) in the Caribbean area for 17 species. These EFHs in 

the Caribbean are described by four management plans: the Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan, the 

Spiny Lobster Fishery Management Plan, the Queen Conch Fishery Management Plan, and the Coral 

Fishery Management Plan (USCG 20029. Appendix I, Table 1-11 describes some of the commercially 

harvested fish of Puerto Rtco and the Caribbean. 

Coral reefs are particularly prevalent in the Caribbean and the Gulf of Mexico. The waters of Puerto k c o  

and the Caribbean alone support approximately 100 species of coral. These coral reefs serve as breeding 

grounds, nurseries, feeding grounds, and refuge for many protected species. They are essential for the 

continuation of commercial and recreational fisheries in this regon and are also important for tourism 

and other recreational activities. Slow regeneration rates and h t e d  dmribution mean that many species 

are very vulnerable to over harvest and other anthropogenic causes of destruction, whtch include 

dredging, anchoring, and d t a r y  maneuvers. Pollution from agricultural, industrial, and residential origm 

also has negative consequences on the reefs (USCG 20029. 

A few threatened or endangered species have been identified in the Southeast Waters, including the 

threatened Johnson’s seagrass, the threatened Gulf sturgeon, and the candidate species Alabama shad. 

Pacific Continental Waters 

The Pacific Fishery Management Council manages fisheries in the Pacific Continental Waters. Many 

managed species are targeted for commercial fishing and include 83 species of groundfish (including 

rockfish, flatfish, sharks and skates, and roundfish), htghly migratory species (including tuna, swordfish, 

marlin, sailfish, and oceanic sharks), pacific salmonids (including chinook and coho salmon), and coastal 
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pelagics (including herring, squid, anchovy, sardine, and mackerel). The Pacific Coast has 455 square 

d e s  of shellfish growing water, of which only 30 percent are approved for harvesting. In 1999, fish 

landings in the Pacific Continental Waters totaled 449,360.2 metric tons, representing 17 percent of the 

total fish landings in the U.S. Pacific waters. Appendix I, Table 1-12 describes the commercially 

important fish in the Pacific Continental Waters. Several threatened or endangered species have been 

identified in the Pacific Continental Waters, as well as critical habitats for several endangered and 

threatened Pacific salmon species (see Figure 3-6). The white abalone (Huliostis sorensenz), chinook salmon 

(Onihorhynchtis tshuymtschu), coho salmon (OniSor~jnJius ki.ru.Zh), sockeye salmon (OniillorLynihs nerka), and 

chum salmon (Onchorh_ynh.r keta) have been identified as threatened or endangered species. 

Pacific Tropical Waters 

The Western Pacific Fishery Management Council manages fisheries in the Pacific Tropical Waters, whch 

includes Hawaii, Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Manana Islands 

(CNMI). Behveen 1986 and 1999, commercial landings of fish in the regon showed a steady increase. 

Hawaii commercial fish landmgs showed the steepest increase in the regon, from about 50,000 pounds 

landed in 1986 to 38,000,000 pounds landed in 1999. The commercial fisheries in Guam increased less 

rapidly, from 250,000 pounds in 1986 to 24,000,000 pounds in 1999. Some important commercial fish of 

the region include shad, sharks, pomfret, snapper, lined sturgeon, tuna barticularly albacore), reef fish, sea 

bass, and m a h  mah. In this regon, diverse communities of coral and other marine invertebrates are 

critical components to the base of the marine ecosystem and specifically to the commercial and 

recreational fisheries. Appendix I, Table 1-13 describes the commercially important fish in the Pacific 

Tropical Waters. No threatened or endangered species have been identified in the Pacific Tropical 

Waters. 

Alaska Waters 

The Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and the Gulf of Alaska contain some of the most productive waters on 

earth. The major commercial fisheries species in the western Gulf of Alaska and the Aleutian Islands are 

lung crab, tanner crab, and shrimp. One of the world’s largest flatfish and pollock fisheries is on the 

southern edge of the Bering Sea shelf. Surface fish stocks, such as salmon and herring, are among the 

largest in the world. In 1999, commercial fisheries in Alaska grossed a total of 2,037,852.1 metric tons of 

fish landings. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council manages Alaska fisheries. Appendut I, 

Table 1-13 describes the commercially important fish in the Alaska Waters. Several threatened and 

endangered salmon species, the Chinook, sockeye, and chum salmon, inhabit the Alaska Waters regon. 
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Great Lakes 

There are approximately 180 species of fish indigenous to the Great Lakes region. Those inhabiting the 

nearshore areas include smallmouth and largemouth bass (Mzmptems salmoides), muskellunge (Esox 

mmquinong), northern pike (Esox ltrcim), and channel catfish (Ictalhzspunctattrs). In the open water, 
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common species include lake herring (Corqonus urtedii), walleye (Stizostedion uitreum), freshwater drum 

(/lplodinotz/sgn/nnzens), lake trout (Su1uebnu.r nclmqm.d) and white bass (illorone ~hy~ops) (Fuller et. al. 1995). 

Relative abundances in the Great Lakes varies due to the changes i n  water currents, water temperature, 

breeding habitat, water chemistry, and lakes size and depth. For example, shallow Lake Erie is the most 

productive of the Great Lakes due to its warm temperature, while Lake Superior is the least productive 

fisheries area of the region. 

Changes in the species composition of the Great Lakes basin in the last 200 years have been the result of 

human activities and changes in natural conditions. Many native fish species have been lost by 

overfishing, habitat destruction, or the arrival of esotic or non-indigenous species, such as the lamprey 

and the alewife. Pollution, especially in the form of nutrient loading and toxic contaminants, has placed 

additional stresses on fish populations. Other human-made stresses have altered reproductive condltions 

and habitats, causing some varieties to migrate or perish. Other effects on lake life result from damming, 

canal budding, altering or polluting tributaries to the lakes in which spawning takes place and where 

distinct ecosystems once thrived and contributed to the larger basin ecosystem. 

3.6.5 Coastal and Other Birds 

There are thousands of coastal and marine birds that inhabit and transit the ROI. This section describes 

the range, listing status, and critical habitat designation for threatened and endangered species. As part of 

its mission to protect living marine resources, the USCG enforces such laws as the ESX. In enforcing the 

ESA, the USCG also protects endangered and threatened bird species. The ESA requires agencies to 

complete a Section 7 consultation with the USF\\’S if there is an endangered or threatened bird or bird 

critical habitat in the area affected by the proposed project and if implementation of the proposed action 

wdl likely affect the species. Liliewise, under EO 13186, Responsibiliticr oj”FederulApxies to  Protect AlZgr~tog~ 

Birds, Federal agencies such as the USCG are required to consult with USFWS when tahng actions that 

may affect migratory bird populations. Under the EO, agencies are also espected to take reasonable steps 

that include restoring and enhancing habitat, preventing or abating pollution affecting birds, and 

incorporating migratory bird conservation into agency planning processes whenever possible. In addition 

to enforcing laws to protect coastal and marine birds, the USCG must comply with the same laws and 

regulations. As provided in the USCG Memorandum of Understanding with VSFWS, the USCG would 

review the program to determine if there is a significant negative impact on migratory, coastal, or other 

birds. 

Northeast Waters 

Four threatened and endangered coastal and marine birds are found in the Northeast Waters regon. 

These include the bald eagle, brown pelican, piping plover, and roseate tern. They are described below in 

Table 3-14. Proposed critical habitat for wintering populations of piping plovers is along the coastal 



Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment 
March 2003 

shorelines of North Carolina and south along the eastern coast of the U.S. to the Gulf of Mexico (see 

Figure 3-7). 

Southeast Waters 

Five threatened and endangered coastal and marine birds are found in the Southeast Waters regon. 

These include the yellow-shouldered blackbird, whooping crane, bald eagle, brown pelican, piping plover 

and roseate tern. They are described below in Table 3-15. Critical habitat has been designated for the 

yellow-shouldered blackbird on Puerto Rico and on Isla Mona to the west of Puerto RICO (see Figure 3-7). 

Of particular concern to the RB-S and RE-M project is the occurrence of yellow-shouldered blackbirds at 

Roosevelt Roads Naval and Coast Guard Base in northeast Puerto RICO. Critical habitat has also been 

designated for the whooping crane along the gulf coast of Texas. Proposed critical habitat for wintering 

population of piping plovers exists along coastal shorehes throughout the Southeast waters regon. 

Pacific Continental Waters 

Thirteen threatened and endangered coastal and marine birds are found in the Pacific Contmental Waters 

regon. These include the short-takd albatross, bald eagle, Steller’s eider, coastal California gnatcatcher, 

marbled murrelet, brown pelican, western snowy plover, California clapper rail, light-footed clapper rail, 

San Clemente loggerhead shnke, San Clemente sage sparrow, and California least tern. They are 

described below- in Table 3-16. Critical habitat has been designated in thls regon for the coastal 

California gnatcatcher along the southern California coast and for the western snowy plover in 28 areas 

along the Pacific coast (see Figure 3-7). 

Pacific Tropical Waters 

Nine threatened and endangered coastal and marine birds are found in the Pacific Tropical Waters regon. 

These include the Guam broadbill, Hawaiian coot, Hawaiian duck, laysan duck, laysan finch, nihoa finch, 

Hawaiian dark-rumped petrel, Newell’s Townsend’s shearwater, and Hawaiian stilt. They are described 

below in Table 3-1 7. No critical habitat has been designated for bud species in this region. 
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Table 3-14. Protected Birds of the Northeast  Waters 

7 ,ommon 
Name  

3ald eagle 

~~ 

Brown 
pelican 

~~ 

Piping 
plover 

Roseate 
tem 

Scientific 
Name 

Haliaeetus 
bucocephalus 

Pelecanus 
occidentah 

Sterna 
dougallii 
dotlgallii 

Status 

T/AD 

E 

r/PCH 

E 

Likelihood 
of 

Occurrence 
in Project 

Area 

Occasional 

Common 

Common 

Common 

Distribution in 
RB-S and RB-M ROI 

kcally throughout most 
of North America, 

includmg coasts 

Qtlantic coast from New 
Jersey south, and Gulf 

coast 

Atlantic coast, Great 
Lakes, Northern Great 
Plains, Gulf coast, and 
Caribbean. Proposed 

critical habitat for 
wintering populations 
along Atlantic Coast 
from North Carolina 
south to Florida, and 

west along Gulf coast to 
Texas. 

Atlantic coast and 
Caribbean 

Migration Pattern 

Occurs year-round in 
many coastal areas. 

Breeds in spring, and 
some individuals migrate 
outh during winter, while 

many remain in the 
northeast year-round. 

~ ~ ~~~~ 

Some indtviduals migrate 
south in winter, wlde 
most are year-round 

residents of the northeast 
coast. 

~ 

Breeds on sandy beaches 
n isolated colonies on the 
iortheast coast and Great 
Lakes region from March 
:o September, where they 

spend the summer. 
Winters along 

southeastern coast. 

Breeds on islands and 
protected sand spits. 

Occurs on northeast coas 
during spring and 

summer and migrates 
south as fax as the 

Caribbean during fall anc 
winter. 

Source: USCG 2002f 
Notes: Status refers to Federal status under the ESA 

E = Endangered 
T = Threatened 
AD = Proposed Delisting 
PCH = Proposed Critical Habitat 
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Table 3-15. Protected Birds of the Southeast Waters 

Likelihood 
of 

Occurrence 
in Project 

Area 

Scientific 
Name 

Distribution in RB-S 
and RB-M ROI 

Common 
Name 

Yellow- 
shouldered 
blackbird 

Status Migration Pattern 

Critical habitat areas in 
southwest Puerto Rico, 
Roosevelt Roads Naval 
and Coast Guard Base, 
and Isla Mona 

Resident species in 
Puerto k c o  and Isla 
Mona. Nesting season 
April to October. 

Ageiains 
xunthomus E/CH Occasional 

t- Winters in the gulf 
coast of Texas 
October to April, 
when they migrate 
north to Canada. 

I \mooping 
crane 

Bald eagle 

Critical habitat is on 
Texas coast Occasional E/CH 

T/AD 

Winters along central 
and southeast coast 
and Texas coast with 
year-round 
populations in Florida 
and gulf coast east of 
Texas. 

Locally throughout most 
of North America, 
includmg coasts 

Occasional 

I 

E Common Atlantic coast from New 
Jersey south 

Year-round resident in 
the southeast. 

Brown 
pelican 

~ ~~ 

Breedmg Atlantlc coast, 
Great Lakes, and 
Northern Great Plams 
Winters S Atlantlc, Gulf 
Coast, Canbbean 
Proposed cntical habitat 
for wmtermg populations 
along Atlantlc Coast from 
North Carolma to Florida 
and west along Gulf 
Coast to Texas 

Winters on the 
southeast and gulf 
coasts and the 
Caribbean October to 
March. 

Piping 
plover 

Charadrim 
meiodus T/PCH Occasional 

Stema 
dougaLliz 
dougallii 

Breeds in southern 
Florida May to June, 
migrates to the 
Caribbean in the fall. 

Atlantic coast and 
Caribbean 

Roseate 
tern E C0"Oll 

I 

E = Endangered 
T Threatened 
AD = Proposed Drlisting 
PCH = Proposed Critical Habitat 
CN = Critical Habitat Designated 
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Table 3-16. Protected Birds of the Pacific Continental Waters 
~ 

Distribution in 
RB-S and RB-M 

ROI 

Likelihood of 
lccurrence in 
Project Area 

Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Migration Pattern 

{ear round resident 
.nd breeds in most 
'acific continental 
:oastal areas. Some 
nigration occurs from 
iorthern California 
ind Oregon to 
#outhem California 
:oast, where small 
)opulation spends the 
u m e r .  

'ound most 
: o m o n l y  in summer 
md fall. Breeds in 
.span, Midway, and 
Hawaii and migrates 
iorth for summer and 
jouth for winter. 

Accidental in summer 
UI Pacific waters. 
Migrates north to 
Eastern Alaska. 

LocaLly throughout 
most of North 
America, including 
coasts 

Occasional Bald eagle T/AD 

Open Pacific 
Ocean from Alaska 
to California 

Short- tailed 
albatross 

Pboe bas& 
albutms 

E Common 

~~ 

Steller's eider 

Alaska Coast, 
accidental south to 
California. Critical 
habitat in Alaska. 

Southern 
California coast. 
Xtical habitat is 
tpproximately 
513,650 acres in 
i o s  Angeles, 
Orange, Riverside, 
San Bernardtno, 
and San Diego 
counties, 
California. 

T/CH Occasional 

Nonmigratory 
inhabiting coastal sage 
scrub from Los 
hngeles county south 
to Baja, California, 
hlexico. 

Coastal 
California 

Gnatcatcher 

Marbled 
murrelet 

Occasional T/CH 

T/CH 

Alaska coast south 
to California coast. 
Critical habitat is 
not in the Pacific 
Waters remon. 

Breeds from northerr 
W'ashmgton to San 
Francisco coast. 
Winter along entire 
Pacific coast. 

Breeds in southern 
California March to 
April and is found 
from southern hlexic, 
to central California 
and occasionally fron 
northern California t c  
Washington. 

Occasional 

Pelecanus 
occidentalzs 

Brown 
pelican 

Common Pacific coast E 
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Table 3-16. Protected Birds of the Pacific Continental Waters (continued) 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence in 
Project Area 

Distribution in 
RB-S and RB-M 

ROI 

Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Migration Pattem Status 

~~ 

T/CH 

E 

Washington coast 
south to California 
coast. Critical 
habitat is in 28 
areas along the 
coasts of 
California, Oregon, 
and Washington. 

Summers along Pacific 
ioast and migrates 
jouth to Mexico and 
South America durmg 
winter. 

Cbaradritcs 
alexandrintts 

nivosus 

Western 
snowy plover 

Occasional 

Year-round resident 
on central and 
southern California 
coast. 

San Francisco Bay 
area, California 

California 
clapper rad 

Light- footed 
clapper rad 

San Clemente 
loggerhead 

shrike 

Occasional 

Year-round resident 
on central and 
southern California 
coast. 

Southern 
California coast Occasional E 

San Clemente 
Island, California 

Year-round resident 
on San Clemente 
Island. 

E Occasional 

San Clemente 
Island, California 

Year-round resident 
on San Clemente 
Island. 

Breeds and spends 
spring and summer on 
southern and central 
California coasts. 
Pvhgrates to Central 
America and south in 
fall for the winter. 

Ampbispiya 
bel'li 

clementeae 

Sterna 
antil'lamm 

browni 

San Clemente 
sage sparrow 

California 
least tern 

Occasional 

Central and 
southern coast of 
California 

Occasional 

Source: USCG 2002f 
Notes: Status refers to Fedcral status undcr thc ESA 
1 = Endangcrcd 
T = Threatened 
A D  = Proposed Dclisting 
CM = Critical Habitat Designated 

L 

3-57 



final Programmatic Environmental Assessment 
March 2003 

E 

E 

Table 3-17. Protected Birds of the Pacific Tropical Waters 

Occasional 

Occasional 

Common Scientific 
Name Name 

E 

E 

h~ iagra  
broadbill frytineti 

Unlikely 

Common 

Ftrlica 
amencana 

alai 

Hawaiian 

Hawaiian 
dark-rumped 

petrel 

I 

Pterodmma 
pbaeopygia 

sandwichensis 

1 

Hawaiian Anas 
duck 1 wy uilliana 

Newell’s 
Town send’s 

shanvater 

I lawanensis Laysan duck 

P@nus 
azcrinrlaris 

new& 

Tele.pyya 
cantans Laysan finch 

Source: USCG 2002f 

Likelihood of 

Project Area 

Unlikely 

Occasional 

Common 

Notes: Status refers to I;ederal status under the ESA 
E = Endangered 

Alaska Waters 

~~ ~ ~~ 

Distribution in 
RB-S and RB-M 

ROI 

Formerly Guam 
coast (thought to 
be extmct) 

Hawaii coasts 

Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii 

Laysan, Hawaii 

Laysan, Pearl, and 
Hermes atolls, 
Hawaii 
Nihoa Island, 
Hawaii 

Pacific Ocean 
around Hawaii 

Pacific Ocean 
around Hawaii 

~ 

Hawaii coasts 

Migration Pattern 

Year-round resident 
on Guam. 

Year-round resident 
Hawaiian Islands. 

Year-round resident 
on selected Hawaiian 
Islands. 

Year-round resident 
Lavsan Atoll. Hawaii. 
Year-round resident 
Laysan, Pearl, and 
Hermes atolls, Hawaii. 
Year-round resident 
Nilioa Island, Hawaii. 
Found on the 
Hawaiian Islands from 
May to mid- 
November during 
breeding. Range up to 
1,000 lulometers 
offshore. Wander 
throughout the central 
Pacific from mid- 
November through 
April. 
Found on the island of 
Kauai April thought 
September during 
breeding. On the 
open ocean from 
October to April. 

Year-round resident 
Hawaiian Islands. 

Six threatened and endangered coastal buds can be found in the Alaska Waters region. These include the 

short-tailed albatross, bald eagle, spectacled eider, Steller’s eider, Aleutian Canada goose, and marbled 
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murrelet. They are described below in Table 3-18. Critical habitat has been designated in this region for 

Steller’s eider, the spectacled eider, and the marbled murrelet (see Figure 3-7). While the USCG bases are 

not likely to interfere with such designated habitats, operations could occur at  or adjacent to critical 

habitat for these birds. 

Table 3-18. Protected Birds of the Alaska Waters 

ikelihood of 
Occurrence 
in Project 

Area 

Scientific 
Name 

Distribution in RB-S and 
RB-M ROI 

Migration 
Pattem 

Common 
Name Status 

~ ~ 

Haliaeetus 
leu Locepbalus 

Phoebastria 
ajbatnts 

Breeds in Alaska 
:oastal area and 
nigrates to 
jouthern Canada 
md south during 
ninter. 

,ocally throughout most of 
\Torth Amenca, kcludmg 
:oasts 

Occasional T/AD Bald eagle 

Short- 
tailed 

albatross 

Summer visitor, 
nigrates south in 
fall. Breeds in 
Japan, Midway, 
and Hawaii. 

3pen Pacific Ocean from 
Alaska to Cahfornia Common E 

Alaska Coast, accidental 
south to California. Critical 
habitat is at Kuskokwim 
Shoals in northern 
Kuskokwin Bay, the Seal 
Islands, Nelson Lagoon 
(includmg portions of Port 
Moller and Herendeen Bay), 
and Izembek Lagoon on the 
north side of the Alaska 
peninsula; and intertidal zone 
lands between the Aslunuk 
Mountains and Nelson 
Lisland in the Yukon- 
Kuskohim Delta. 

Breeds in eastern 
Arctic coast of 
Alaska and 
migrates south 
and west to 
Aleutian Islands 
and western 
Alaska coast. 

S teller’s 
eider 

PoLjstzcta 
stellen’ 

T/CH Occasional 

Breeds on the 
coast of Alaska 
on the Bering Sea 
and the Arctic 
Ocean. Migrates 
south for the 
winter but winter 
range is 
unknown. 

Somateria 
j fber i  

Spectacled 
eider T/CH Occasional Coast of Alaska 
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Table 3-18. Protected Birds of the Alaska Waters (continued) 

Common 
Name 

Aleutian 
Canada 
goose 

Marbled 
murrelet 

Scientific 
Name 

Bruntu 
Canadensis 
feucopureiu 

~~ 

Bradyrumpu. 
marmoratus 
marmoratus 

Status 

T 

T/CH 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence 
in Project 

Area 

Occasional 

Occasional 

Distribution in RB-S and 
RB-M ROI 

Breeding coast of Alaska 
Migration and winter: south 
to California 

Coast of Alaska south to 
California. Critical habitat is 
Bering Sea between St. 
Lawrence and St. hlatthews 
islands’ in Norton Sound easi 
of Nome; in Ledyard Bay 
between Cape Lsburne and 
Icy Cape; and on the coastal 
fringe of parts of the Yukon- 
Kuskokwim Delta. 

Migration 
Pattern 

During spring 
and summer is 
found on the 
islands of the 
Aleutian chain 
off the coast of 
Alaska. Winters 
in California and 
Oregon and also 
has been seen as 
far south as 
Mexico. 

Summers from 
Alaska’s Kenai 
Peninsula, Barren 
islands, and 
Aleutian Islands 
south along the 
coast of North 
America. May 
leave 
northernmost 
areas during 
winter. 

Source: USCG 2002f 
Notes: Status rcfcrs to Federal status undcr the E M  
B = Endangered 
T = Threatened 
AD = Proposed DelIsting 
CII = Critical Habitat Designated 

Great Lakes 

Only two threatened and endangered coastal and marine birds are found in the Great Lakes regon. 

These include the bald eagle and piping plover. They are described below in Table 3-19. Critical habitat 

for breeding populations of piping plovers has been designated along 201 d e s  of Great Lakes shorehes 

in areas of Minnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan, Ilhnois, Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and New York (see 

Figure 3-7). An inland boundary for all critical habitat units is 500 meters inland from normal high water 

line. Critical habitat are? is lunited to those areas that have the primary constituent elements required to 

sustain the Great Lakes population. These areas support, or have the potential to support, open, sparsely 

vegetated, sandy habitats, such as sand spits or sand beaches associates with wide unforested systems of 

dunes and interdune wetlands. Urban areas, paved areas, buildings, marinas, boat ramps, and natural areas 
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that do not contain the primary constituent elerneiits are not critical habitat, even if they are within the 

mapped areas (USCG 20020 

Table 3-19. Protected Birds of the Great Lakes 

Common 
Name 

Bald eagle 

Piping plover 

Scientific 
Name 

Charadrius 
melodus 

Status 

T/AD 

T/PCH 

~ ~ 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence in 
Project Area 

Unlikely 

Occasional 

Distribution in 
RB-S and RB-M 

ROI 

Locally throughout 
most of North 
America, including 
coasts 

Breeding: Atlantic 
coast, Great Lakes, 
and Northern 
Great Plains; 
Winter: S. Atlantic, 
Gulf Coast, and 
Caribbean. 
Proposed critical 
habitat for 
breeding 
populatlons has 
been designated 
along 201 d e s  of 
Great Lakes 
shorehe. 

Migration Pattern 

Year-round resident in 
Great Lakes. Breeds 
in Great Lakes area, 
migrates south to 
inland and Atlantic 
coastal areas during 
summer. 

B r e e h g  in Great 
Lakes region spring 
and summer. Migrates 
to southeastern and 
gulf states coast. 

Source: USCG 2002f 
Notes: Status refers to Federal status under thc ESA 
T = Threatened 
AD = Proposed Delisting 
PCH = Proposed Critical Habitat 

Wetlands w i t h  the areas associated with the R€-S and RB-M operations in the Northeast, Southeast, 

Pacific Continental, Pacific Tropical, Alaska, and Great Lakes maters exist as a wide variety specific 

ecologcal types. As a result of the previously cited Federal and state regulations in Section 2, the USCG 

is responsible for identif7ing and locating jurisdictional waters of the US .  (including wetlands) occurring 

on USCG installations where these resources have the potential to be impacted by mission activities. 

Such impacts could include construction of roads, bddmgs, navigation aids, and other appurtenant 

structures or activities as simple as culvert crossings of small intermittent streams, rip-rap placement in 

stream channels to curb accelerated erosion, and incidental fdl and grading of wet depressions. 

Additional analysis and background information involved with construction of homeporting fachties 

m 
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would be provided on a case-by-case basis. Operations of the RB-Ss and RB-Ms do not occur within 

jurisdictional wetlands, and therefore are not further evaluated within tlis PEA 

3.7 Water Resources 

3.7.1 Definition of the Resource 

Water resources include surface water, storm water, groundwater, floodplains, and wetlands. Federal laws 

and regulations that the USCG enforces and must comply with that are relevant to surface water include 

the Oil Pollution Act, portions of the Clean Water Act (CWA), and the Marine Protection, Research and 

Sanctuaries Act. The ROI for water resources includes four d e s  off the coasts of the eastern US., 

western US., the states bordering the Gulf of Mesico, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and Hawaii. 

Surface water resources consist of lakes, rivers, and streams. Surface water is important for its 

contributions to the economic, ecological, recreational, and human health of a community or locale. 

Storm water flows, which may be exacerbated by high proportions of impervious surfaces associated with 

buildmgs, roads, and parking lots, are important to management of surface water. Storm water also is 

important to surface water quality because of its potential to introduce sediments and other contaminants 

into lakes, rivers, and streams. 

Outputs in water include discharges or releases from cutters during operations or while in port. Outputs 

to surface water that could occur in port include resuspension of bottom sediments by d r e d p g  

operations or by propeller wash, spdls from refuehng, offloading wastes, or handhg  hazardous materials. 

Some of these outputs are governed by regulatory standards and requirements. Fachtles, including USCG 

facilities, are required to prepare and implement S p a  Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plans, 

describing how they will respond to spills (USCG 20020. 

The USCG is required to comply with Uniform National Discharge Standards (UNDS) for discharpg 

different types of effluents. These standards, established under Section 325 of the 1996 National Defense 

Authorization Act, provide a consistent set of national effluent standards for boats of the Armed Forces, 

including all USCG assets (USCG 20020. Effective June 1999, discharges that must comply with these 

standards include, but are not h t e d  to, graywater, bilge water, and cleaning fluids (40 CFR Part 9 and 

Chapter VII). Grapvater includes wastewater from showers, laundries, and galleys; bilge water may 

o r i p a t e  from various sources, including small leaks in the hull or leaks from internal tanks and plumbing, 

and tends to collect in low points inside the hull (USCG 20020. 

Different requirements apply to m a n a p g  graywater and blackwater, which is sanitan; sewage from toilets 

and urinals. Federal regulations do not prohbit the discharge of graywater, but states may (with the 

approval of the EPA) establish no discharge zones for waters under their jurisdiction. Currently, 
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California, Florida, Massachusetts, Michtgan, Minnesota, Missouri, Mississippi, New Hampshue, New 

Mexico, New York, Rhode Island, Texas, Vermont, and Wisconsin have established such EPA-approved 

no discharge zones for their inland waters (USCG 20029. Sectioii 312 of the CWA makes it dlegal to 

discharge blackwater inside territorial waters of the US .  (within three nautical miles) or in the Great Lakes 

or in navigable rivers. 

Under its standard operating procedures, the USCG refrains from dischargng graywater less than three 

nautical miles offshore (USCG 2002f). Under MARPOL requirements, nonhazardous solid waste, such 

as plastic, paper, and other nonsanitary trash, may be disposed of a t  sea within certain limits, based on the 

characteristics of the trash, parucularly whether it floats and how resistant it is to degradation. USCG 

policp on smaller boats is to retain these materials onboard for subsequent lsposal on land at appropriate 

facdtties (USCG 20029. While in port, discharges from the boats into the harbor waters are not 

permitted. Wastes are only discharged into appropriate on-shore facilities. 

In addition, the USCG operates in several ways to help protect surface water resources. As part of the 

USCG’s Maritime Pollution Enforcement and Response mission, USCG assets operate toward the goal of 

reducing the amount of oil, chemicals, plastics and garbage, and untreated ballast into the marine 

environment. As part of t h s  mission, the USCG goal is to help reduce the total number of major and 

medium oil spills, to eliminate substandard and commercial boats from US.  waters, to reduce the 

consequence of pollution incidents, and to increase the removal success of spdled oil. The USCG 

undertakes these activities as part of its mandate to enforce U.S. regulations relevant to the International 

Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Shps (MARPOL) w i t h  the U S  EEZ (USCG 20020. 

Although the Proposed Action is to acquire and operate boats for homeland security, it is reasonable to 

assume that these boats may also take part in some of these activities. 

Spills from boats at sea are probably unavoidable, but they are extremely infrequent from USCG boats. 

Between 1973 and 1985, the volume of oil released each year from all USCG assets ranged from one 

reported (1973) to 5,092 gallons (1979), with an average of four to 74 gallons per release. By contrast, 

from 1973 to 1993, there were 4,841 to 10,634 releases of crude and refined petroleum products per pear 

into US.  territorial waters from all sources. In general, the annual volume of releases has been decreasing. 

The total volume of petroleum products released ranged from a htgh of 21.52 d o n  gallons in 1975 to a 

low of 1.88 d o n  gallons in 1992. Based on this data, the releases from USCG sources represented less 

than 0.03 percent of the total volume of petroleum products released to U S .  territorial waters each year. 

Most releases from USCG operations were small (less than 100 gallons) and consisted of engme fuel 

(gasolme or diesel fuel). Small spdls of these light fuels do not persist in the marine environment. Most 

of the hydrocarbons from small gasoline and diesel fuel releases on water evaporate quickly and rarely 

cause lasting injury to the marine environment (USCG 20029. 
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3.7.2 Affected Environment 

Northeast Waters 

Coastal conditions in the Northeast Waters region are generally considered fair to good when water clarity 

and dissolved oxygen are considered according to EPA’s National Coastal Condition Report. Water 

clarity is ranked as five on a scale of one to five (with five being the highest ranhng), while dissolved 

oxygen is ranked as four (USCG 20020. 

One surface water issue of particular importance along the Atlantic coastltne is the occurrence of “red 

tide.” Caused by algae, this phenomenon results in fish lesions and fish lulls in coastal waters. Toxic 

outbreaks typically last only a few hours, but once fish are weakened, lesions o r  lulls can persist for days 

or possibly weeks (USCG 20029. 

Southeast Waters 

The Wider Caribbean Regon O’CCR) includes the marine and coastal environments in the Gulf of 

Mexico, the Caribbean Sea, and parts of the tropical western Atlantic (30 degrees north latitude and within 

200 nautical miles of the Atlantic coasts of the states). In this regon, there are two general sources of 

marine pollution. These are land-based activities, which represent at  least 75 percent of the pollution load 

into the marine environment, and shp-based sources, whch account for the rest. Pollution from land- 

based sources is much more pervasive and a much bigger threat to reefs than pollution from shlps, 

although the nature of the threat from both sources is s d a r .  Runoff from land brings huge amounts of 

sedunents, sewage, and toxic chemcals from activities such as agriculture, urban development, and 

deforestation. hIany of these pollutants lull coral. Nutrients also promote the growth of algae, which 

compete with coral for space on the reef (USCG 20020. 

Water quality on the coast of Puerto Rtco varies, dependmg on proximity to sources of pollutants. Near- 

shore waters tend to be adversely affected by onshore activities, while water quality improves farther from 

the coast (USCG 20029. In 1967, the Commonwealth of Puerto RICO adopted classifications and quality 

standards for its coastal waters, identifying waters for different types of contact (e.g., swimming or 

boating/fishing), and developing standards for each type. 

Several regons m the W’CR haw iiutlatlves to protect surface water quahty In 1993, the IMO granted 

“Special Area” status for the WCR under Annex lr of MARPOL 73/78, wluch addresses trash (or soltd 

waste) generated on s h p s  In 1994, the IMO began the Wider Caribbean Initlauve on Ship-Generated 

Waste to help Caribbean governments ratlfy and mplement hWRPOL 73/78 OJSCG 2002f) 

The states bordering on the Caribbean Sea, (37 includmg the U.S.), developed an Action Plan for the 

Wider Caribbean Region in 1981, under the auspices of the United Nations Regional Seas Program, In 
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1983, the US.  signed a protocol to cooperate in combating oil spas. I n  1990, the U.S. signed a protocol 

for Specially Protected Areas and Wildlife, which came into force in 2000. In 1999, the U.S. signed a 

protocol concerning land-based pollution sources and activities (USCG 20029. 

The marine waters of the northeastern Gulf of Mexico are characterized by the transition from the hlghly 

turbid Mississippi River effluent to the typical blue shelf water offshore of the Florida panhandle. The 

present relatively low overall human population density in the area adjacent to the northeastern Gulf of 

Mexico results in relatively low inputs of nutrients, heavy metals, and organics, although significant 

sources of trace metals, oil, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), 

have been found in Pensacola Bay, Florida (USCG 20029. 

Within the Gulf of Mexico a large area of the Louisiana continental shelf displays seasonally depleted 

oxygen levels (oxygen levels in the range of two d g r a m s  per liter or less are called “hypoxic,” whlch 

means they are severely depleted in oxygen). Most aquatic species cannot survive a t  such low oxygen 

levels. The regon affected by these seasonal hyposic conditions, which could threaten the economy of 

the gulf region, coincides with one of the most important commercial and recreational fisheries in the 

continental U.S. Oxygen depletion has been associated with habitat loss, fish lulls, and increased 

frequency of harmful algae blooms (USCG 20029. 

The Gulf of Mexico regon exhibits one of the hgliest concentrations of oil and gas activity in the world, 

and this can influence surface water quality. As of December 2000, 3,968 active offshore oil and gas 

production platforms were located on the gulfs outer continental shelf (OCS). Most of the recent 

offshore oil and gas production has occurred off the coasts of Texas and Louisiana. Most future activities 

are projected to occur in deeper OCS waters of more than 985 feet throughout the Gulf of Mexico 

(USCG 20029. 

The National Coastal Condition Report presents the results of surface water condition analyses for the 

estuaries of the waters in Region 7. According to the conclusions of t h s  report, the general condition of 

surface water of the estuaries off the east coast of the southern U.S. are fair to good when water clarity 

and dissolved oxygen are considered. Water quality in this area is ranked as four on a scale of one to five, 

whde dissolved oxygen is ranked as five. In the Gulf of Mexico, (District 8) water clarity is ranked as 

three on a scale of one to five, while dissolved oxygen is ranked as five (USCG 20024. 

Pacific Continental Waters 

The Pacific Ocean is the largest of the world’s oceans. Except for its extreme northern and southern 

sections, which are characterized by fjords and numerous islands, and except for the deeply indented Gulf 

of California, the coastal boundary is relatively regular and the continental shell is narrow. Oil exploration 
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has led to the construction of oil platforms off the coast of southern California behveen approximately 

Long Beach and Santa Barbara (USCG 20029. 

The Draft National Coastal Condition Report portion of the Clean Water Action Plan presents the results 

of surface water condition analyses for the estuaries in Districts 11 and 13. According to the conclusions 

of this report, the general condition of surface watcr of the estuaries off the west coast are ranked as good 

when water clarity and dissolved oxygen are considered. Both are ranked as five on a scale of one to five 

(USCG 20029. 

Pacific Tropical Waters 

In 1991, the Hawaii and Marine Resources Council developed the Hawaii Ocean Resources Management 

Plan (ORMP), which contains objectives, policies, implementing actions, and recommendations for a 

comprehensive, integrated ocean policy and management framework. The boundaries addressed by the 

ORMP are from the coastal zone to the k t  of the 200-mile EEZ. 

Accordmg to the National Coastal Condition Report, some form of pollution or habitat degradation 

impairs 56 percent of Hawaii's estuarine area. Data reported in 1998, as required under CWA Section 

305@) concluded that the primary cause of estuarine impairment in Hawaii is due to increased 

concentrations of total suspended solids and nutrients OJSCG 2002f). 

In order to complete its 1998 Section 305@) reporting requirement, Guam assessed 14 d e s  (12 percent) 

of its 117 miles of ocean shorehe. The results of this study concluded that all 14 d e s  of assessed waters 

were impaired for swimming (USCG 20029. 

Alaska Waters 

This District covers nearly three d o n  square m i l e s  of open ocean, rivers bays and inlets. It extends 

from the Canadian border around the Aleutian Chain, above the Artic Cucle, and back to the Canadian 

border. It includes the Pacific Ocean, the Gulf of Alaska, Cook Inlet, Bristol Bay, the Bering Sea, the 

Chukchi Sea, and the Arctic Ocean. Oil tankers transport crude oil, which is pumped overland from the 

North Slope of Alaska to the port of Valdez, to ports on the western coast of the U.S. (USCG 20020. 

The Arctic Ocean is the smallest of Earth's oceans. The average depth is only 3,240 feet. The Arctic 

water from the surface to a depth of 650 feet has the most variable temperatures due to the continual 

freezing and thawing cycles and because of additions of freshwater from rivers and precipitation. Sea 

temperatures are colder than air temperatures year-round. Gales (greater than %-knot winds) occur 

regularly every two to eight days, with the fewest gales occurring from May through J.1~7. Winter and 

spring gales last an average of four to six hours (USCG 20029. 
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Although the surface area of the coastal resources of Alaska is much larger than those of the remaining 49 

states, Alaska has been excluded from many past monitoring shidies as a result of difficult logstical 

problems. The vast majority of Alaska’s coastal resources are presumed to be in relatively pristine 

condition due to Alaska’s size, sparse population, and general remoteness. In some more populated or 

industrial areas, coastal water quality has been impamd. Water quality is impaired, for example in coastal 

areas surrounding port fachties along Prince \V&am Sound, seafood processing faciltties in the Aleutian 

Islands, and cruise s h p  docking f d i t i e s  and corridors near Juneau and along the southeastern coasthe.  

The State of Alaska assesses less than one percent of its total coastal resources, but 99 percent of these are 

reportedly impaired for one or more uses (USCG 2002f). 

Great Lakes 

Based on available information from various monitoring efforts, ecological condtions in the Great Lakes 

are borderhe poor. The open waters of the approximately 290,000 square miles of the Great Lakes are 

monitored annually by EPA’s Great Lakes Monitoring Program Office (GLMPO) in conjunction with 

N O M  and US.  Geologic Surveys (USGS). Probabilistic sumeys &e those completed for the Northeast, 

Southeast, and Gulf Coasts do not exist for the Great Lakes region. However, existing monitoring data 

from long-standmg programs have been used to assess the condition of the ecosystem to the extent 

possible. Water quality is good and has increased in all the Great Lakes except Lake Erie over the last 

decade. However, Issolved oxygen in Lake Erie 

continues to be a persistent problem. Anoxic conditions (less than 0.5 rmlhgrams per liter) often occur in 

late August and continue until turnover occurs in the fall. 

Dissolved oxygen conditions are generally good. 

The Great Lakes states assessed 4,950 d e s  (90 percent) of their 5,521 d e s  of Great Lakes Shorehe for 

thelr 1998 305@) water quality reports. Only four percent are threatened for one or more uses. Some 

form of pollution or habitat degredation impairs the remaining 96 percent. The primary problems in the 

Great Lakes in the 1990s were sediment contamination, benthlc community condition, coastal wetland 

loss, and fish contaminates. EPX’s Great Lakes National Program Office has determined that polluted 

sediments remain as the largest major source of contaminants to the Great Lakes food chain. Under the 

Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, the governments of the US. and Canada have identified 43 Areas 

of Concern. Over 20 percent of the shorehe is considered impaired because of sediment contamination. 

PCBs, mercury, chlordane, dioxin, and mirex are the primary pollutants. Of the 583 beaches on the US. 
side of the Great Lakes, the GLNPO received monitoring information on 327. Of those, 20 percent were 

closed at least once during the 1999 season. Most closures were the result of elevated bacteria levels and 

sewage caused by runoff, stormwater, wildlife, and sanitary and combined sewer overflows or other 

unknown causes. 
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4. Environmental Impacts 

This section provides the scientific and analytic basis for comparing environmental consequences of the 

Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. The probable effects of each alternative on 

environmental resources are described. 

4.1 AitQuality 

4.1.1 Significance Criteria 

L 

This section discusses the environmental consequences associated with air quality from the Proposed 

Action and the No Action Alternative. The scope of the Response Boat Acquisition Project and its 

Regon of Influence (ROI) are quite broad and the environmental consequences to air quality are 

considered on a system-wide basis. For this analysis, the No Action Alternative represents current 

operating scenarios and the Proposed Action represents operating scenarios as if asset replacement had 

been fully implemented. The No Action Alternauve assumes that the future operabdity and efficiency of 

assets equal existing conditions. 

Potential changes in air quality at US .  Coast Guard (USCG) fachties from homeporting new response 

boats and resulting impacts to a specific air basin could be important; thus, changes in air quality at 

homeporting locations would be considered in subsequent National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

documentation. At this time, it is not possible to quantify specific impacts in specific air basins, due to 

uncertainties in the final distribution of the response boats. 

For this assessment, marine boat emissions were determined on a system-wide basis for the following 

pollutants: reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NO,), carbon monoxide (CO), and PMI0 

@articulates less than 10 microns). 

The air quality impacts analyses under NEPA must determine whether the proposed changes in regulated 

pollutant emissions from stationary and non-stationary sources (including motor vehicle and construction 

activities) would cause a significant impact to local and regional au  quality. The air quality impacts 

analysis is therefore based on a comparison of current or existing baselme conditions to full 

implementation of the proposed action. Based on the net increases (if any) of each regulated pollutant, 

the impacts to ambient air quality conditions are qualitatively and quantitatively evaluated to determine 

significance. 

The signtficance criteria used for proposed actions in regions that are in attainment with national ambient 

air quality standards are not specifically defined by regulation or Federal pdance .  Significance is 

therefore evaluated on a qualitative level, taktng into consideration the local air quality, regulatory 

environment, proximity to Class I air quality areas (e.g., national parks), and so forth. 
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For proposed actions in Federal nonattainment o r  maintenance areas, the General Conformity rule sets 

forth specific criteria for determining significance. General Conforinity sipficance criteria are discussed 

below. 

The General Conformity Rule requires that Federal agencies consider total direct and induect emissions 

of criteria pollutants. Conformity must be shown for those pollutants (or precursors) released in areas 

designated as non-attainment for those pollutants as well as pollutants for which a n  area has been 

redesignated from non-attainment to attainment @e., a maintenance area). 

The Conformity Rule does not apply to actions where the direct and indirect emissions do not exceed de 

minimis threshold levels promulgated in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFRj 93.1 53@). Additionally, 

the rule exempts ongoing activities that are currently being conducted at a fachty as long as the Federal 

action does not increase non-attainment pollutants above de min2mi.r levels. As shown in Table 4-1, de 

minimis thresholds vary depending upon the severity of the non-attainment area classification. 

Table 4-1. General Conformity Rule de minimis Emission Thresholds 

Pollutant 

Ozone (measured as 
Nitrogen Oxides [NO,] 
or Volaule Organic 
Compounds I\.”Cs]) 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Particulate Matter 
@‘Mu)) 

Sulhur Dioxide (SO2) 

Nitrogen Oxides (NO,) 

Source: 40 CFR 93.153@) 

Status 

Non-attainment 

Maintenance 

Non-attainment/ 
maintenance 

Non-attainment 
Maintenance 

Non-attainment/ 
maintenance 

Non-attainment/ 
maintenance 

Non-Attainment 
Classification 

Extreme 
Severe 
Serious 

hloderate/marpal (mside 
ozone transport regon) 

All others 

Inside ozone transport 
region 

Outside ozone transport 
regton 

All 

Serious 
Moderate 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 
~~ ~ 

Not Applicable 

Applicable de 
minimis Threshold 
(tons / yr) 

10 
25 
50 

50 (VOCs)/lOO (NO,) 

100 

50 (VOCs)/lOO (No,) 

100 

100 

70 
100 
100 

100 

100 
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Stationary air emissions sources are, in general, not included in General Conformity determinations. Any 

air quality impacts associated with increases in emissions from stationary sources (e.g., paint booths, 

boilers, stationary internal combustion engines, etc.) wd be addressed through local new source review 

(NSR) permitting requirements. These requirements may include controls and offset requirements that 

ensure no impacts to ambient air quality. 

If the net changes in non-attainment pollutants do not exceed de minimzJ threshold levels, the Conformity 

Rule also requires an analysis of “regonal significance”. Ths includes a comparison of the net emissions 

changes to the total emissions inventory of non-attainment pollutants for an affected non-attainment area. 

If the net emissions change associated with the Proposed Action are below de mznzmis thresholds and wdl 

not increase regonal emissions by 10 percent, the action is not considered regionally sipficant and is 

exempt from further conformity rule requirements. 

When applicable, another required analysis is a comparison of the Federal action’s emissions to any 

existing State/Federal Implementation Plan (SIP/FIP) emission budgets that have been established for 

the facility or affected region. If the action would cause an increase in emissions such that the established 

SIP emissions budgets are exceeded, a conformty determination and other applicable ru le  requirements 

would apply. 

Once it has been determined that the emissions associated with a proposed action would exceed de minzmi~ 

thresholds or regional significance, the first step is to evaluate whether mitigauon measures (e.g., watering 

of construction sites or paving haul roads) can be undertaken that w d  reduce expected emissions to 

below de mznimts and resonal significance levels. If emissions cannot be mitigated to below these 

thresholds, a formal conformity determination process must be followed. 

Federal agency actions subject to the general conformity rule cannot proceed unttl there is a 

demonstration of consistency with the SIP through one of the following mechanisms: 

By dispersion modehg  analyses, demonstrating that direct and indirect emissions from the 
Federal action would not cause or contribute to violations of Federal ambient air quality 
standards. 

0 By showing that direct and indirect emissions from the Federal action are specifically identified 
and accounted for in an approved SIP. 

By showing that direct and indirect emissions associated with the Federal agency action are 
accommodated within emission forecasts contained in an approved SIP. 

By showing that emissions associated with future conditions would not exceed emissions tliat 
would occur from a continuation of historical activity levels. 

By arrangmg emission offsets to fully compensate for the net emissions increase associated 
with the action. 

0 

0 

0 
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4l-foot um (No Action) 

RB-M (Proposed Action) 

Net Change in Ermssions 

By obtaining a commitment from the relevant air quality management agency to amend the 
SIP to account for direct and indirect emissions from the Federal agency action. 

175 25 11 37 

92 13 3 73 

-83 -12 -8 +36 

The regons in which USCG Response Boats operate have varying levels of air quality and varying levels 

of regulatory authority to develop and implement air regulations. As a result, air pollution regulations can 

be quite complex and site or area-specific. The USCG would make a site-specific compliance and 

significance determinations during follow-on NEPA documentation. 

4.1.2 Proposed Action 

For the purposes of estimating the potential net change in emissions associated with the Response Boat 

Acquisition, t h s  Proposed Action has been discussed in two parts: 

The replacement oE the diesel-powered 41-foot Utility Boats (UTBs) with 180 diesel-powered 
Response Boat - Medium (RB-M) on an approximately 1-for-1 basis; and 

0 The replacement and supplementation of the existing fleet of approximately 350 rigd inflatable 
boats (RIBS), trailored aides to navigation boats (TANBs), and small utility boats (UTLs) with 
780 Response Boat - Small (RB-S). 

Table 4-2 provides estimates of total emissions for diesel UTBs and RB-Ms for the No Action Alternative 

and the Proposed Action, respectively. For th s  analysis, it has been assumed that the replacement of 

these boats would not entail a sipficant change in mission. Total hours of operation and distance 

covered for the new boats are presumed similar to current activities. Details of the emissions calculations 

are presented in Appendm E. 

Table 4-2. Estimated Emissions From Diesel-Powered UTBs and RB-Ms 
for the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action 

tpy = tons per year 

Although the new RB-Ms will be faster and more powerful than the existing Urns, the new generation 

marine engmes will meet Federal 2004 model year emission standards for NO,, total hydrocarbons 

(THC), and PM (see Section 3.4) and the new engnes are expected to be slightly more fuel efficient than 

the retiring units. Diesel engine combustion modifications required to meet the future diesel engine NO, 
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standards are expected to result in moderate increases in CO emissions. However, moderate increases in 

CO emissions would not be expected to have a significant environmental impact in any af€ected area. 

Table 4-3 provides estimates of the total emissions for the existing fleet of RIBS, TANBs, and UTLs, as 

well as estimates of the possible emissions associated with the Proposed Action, which would involve 

replacing and supplementing the existing fleet of small response boats with 700 new RB-Ss. Because of 

the uncertainties in this estimate, several conservative assumptions were made in order to avoid under- 

estimating Proposed Action emissions: 

It has been assumed that some, but not all, of the existing fleet of small response boats would 
be retired, such that the total fleet would number approximately 1,000 units with full 
implementation of the Proposed Action. 

It has been further assumed that sufficient staff and support infrastructure would be available 
and mission requirements would be such that the presumed doublmg of the RB-S inventory 
w d  be accompanied by a doublmg in the small response boat activity and fuel use. 

Emission factors used for estimation of RB-S emissions assume that the new engmes would 
emit the maximum levels of NO, and THC allowed by the regulatory standard. Certification 
data from e n p e s  certified to this standard to date inlcate that actual emissions rates vary 
from one e n p e  famtly to another, but all certified engmes emit levels of pollution lower than 
the standard, and, in some cases, sigmficantly lower than the standard (;.e., less than ha19 

Table 4-3. Estimated Emissions from RB-Ss for the 
No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action 

tpy  = tons per year 

As would be expected, the assumptions listed above result in estimates of emissions associated with the 

Proposed Action that are sigruficantly hgher than estimated emissions from current activities. The 

Proposed Action emission estimates presented in Table 4-3 should be viewed as upper-bound estimates. 

Actual emissions would more likely be substantially lower than these estimates. Details of the emissions 

calculations are presented in Appendix E. 
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\mile it is not possible at this time to quantify and evaluate the site-specific or regon-specific impacts that 

may result from the proposed response boat procurement, the following sections describe some of the 

region-specific considerations that must be included in any follow-up localized NEPA analyses. 

The estimated RB-S emissions increases presented in Table 4-3 above appear numerically significant. It is 

important to keep in mind, however, that these possible emissions increases would be distributed over 

several thousand d e s  of coastal maters associated with approximately 200 different USCG faciltties. Any 

determination of sipficant impact would have to be made on a local basis, taktng into consideration the 

specific equipment and mission changes proposed for that location, as well as local environmental 

conditions. 

Northeast Waters 

As discussed in Section 3.4, ozone nonattahnent areas in this region include Westhampton Beach, New 

York, and Washmgton, DC. The Washmgton, D.C. area is also classified as a maintenance area for CO. 

Other ozone maintenance areas in th s  region are Kittery and Portland, Maine. In addtion, Boston, 

Falmouth (Cape Cod), Gloucester, New Bedford, and Woods Hole, Massachusetts, are classified as 

maintenance areas for ozone. Boston is also a maintenance area for CO. In New Jersey, Sandy Hook is 

classified as a severe ozone nonattainment area, and Atlantic City and Cape May are classified as ozone 

maintenance areas. These areas and others would need to be evaluated during any follow-on NEPA 

documentation. 

Southeast Waters 

The EPA has designated an eight-county area in and around Houston, Texas-Harris, Galveston, 

Montgomery, Waller, Liberty, Fort Bend, Brazoria, and Chambers counties - as ozone nonattainment 

zones. Locations classified as maintenance areas for ozone in t h s  region include New Orleans, Louisiana, 

as well as St. Petersburg, Cleanvater, and mami, Florida. Also, San Juan, Puerto Rico, has a moderate 

nonattainment classification for FMIo. These areas and others would need to be evaluated during any 

follow-on NEPA documentation. 

Pacific Continental Waters 

The Los Angeles - South Coast Air Basin has some of the worst air quality in the nation, in terms of the 

annual number of days exceeding the Federal standards. The South Coast Air Basin is classified as 

extreme nonattainment for ozone and nonattainment for CO and PMIo. The Ventura County air basin to 

the north is categorized as severe nonattainment for ozone. The South Central Coast (Santa Barbara area) 

and San Diego County air basins further north and south of the South Coast Air Basin are categorized as 

serious nonattainment for ozone. The central California valley, includmg Sacramento and the Port of 

Stockton, is designated as a serious ozone nonattainment area. In addition, the Sacramento metropolitan 
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area is classified as moderate nonattainment area for PMIO and a maintenance area for CO. Other ozone 

nonattaiflment areas in California include Alameda, San Francisco, and San Pedro. Alameda, San 

Francisco, and San Pedro are also classified as maintenance areas for CO. Moiiterey, California, is 

classified as a maintenance area for ozone. 

As mentioned previously, new marine outboard engines to be used in California coastal waters must meet 

Cahforma, as well as Federal, engine standards for NO, and hydrocarbons (HC) In additlon, the 

Cahforma Air Resources Board (CARB) is currently developing regulatlons under their TOXIC Ax 

Contamants  Measure (TACAl) for diesel partlculate Future regulahons are expected to impact nonroad 

diesels, possibly including marine diesels 

Seattle-Tacoma is classified as nonattainment for PMIo. Ths area is also listed as a maintenance area for 

ozone. These areas and others would need to be evaluated during any follow-on NEPA documentation. 

Pacific Tropical Waters 

There are no issues specific to t h s  region at t h s  time 

Alaska Waters 

There are not as many m quahty issues m the Alaska Waters region as compared to some other regions 

However, Auke Bay has been classified as moderately nonattainment for PM,,, The Alaska region has 

not promulgated ambient air quahty standards that are more stringent than the Nanonal Ambient Air 

Quahty Standards (NAAQS) In additlon, there are no SIP mtntwes that specifically target manne boats 

or aircraft. 

Great Lakes 

The Detroit metropolitan area is designated as a maintenance area for ozone. In addtion, Waukegan, 

I h o i s  is designated as a severe ozone nonattainment area. These areas have not promulgated ambient air 

quality standards that are more stringent than NXAQS. In addition, there are no SIP initiatives that 

specifically target marine boats. 

4.1.3 No Action Alternative 

As described in Chapter 2, the No Action Alternative involves maintaming existing response boat assets 

to enable performance of USCG with newer models as part of required fleet maintenance. The No 

Action Alternative emissions estimates for the watercraft affected by the Proposed Action are presented 

in Tables 4-2 and 4-3. No significant change in emissions would be expected, and the No Action 

Alternative is considered equivalent to current operations with regard to air emissions and their impacts. 

rr 
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4.2 Noise 

4.2.1 Significance Ctitetia 

Ths section addresses the noise impacts from thc Proposed Action and the operation of existing 41-foot 

UTB and non-standard boats (No Action Alternative). Examples of noise impacts from existing 

operations include noise boats, construction equipment (temporary), traffic, and industrial equipment, 

such as generators. Noise impacts are also considered within the ROI around USCG facilities. There 

may be changes in noise condltions at USCG fachties as a result of the implementation of the Proposed 

Action; these changes would be assessed in follow-on NEPA documentation. 

Noise impact criteria normally are based partly on land use compatibhty guidelines and partly on factors 

related to duration and magmtude of the noise level itself, includmg the time of day and the conduct of 

operations. As this PEA does not address specific facilities issues, the noise analysis and comparison is 

limited to the respective magmtudes of noise emitted by the number of boats in a region. 

Because noise impacts occur only at a locaked geographic scale, it is not possible to provide numerical 

noise level estimates that would be representative of noise impacts at a system-wide or regional scale. 

Data on airborne noise generation by marine boats generally is not available. Most boat operations occur 

well away from coastal areas. Hence, airborne noise from marine boat operations is rarely an issue of 

concern. 

In regard to noise impacts by boats to marine mammals, fish and sea turtles, there is no scientific 

consensus regarding absolute thresholds for signtficance. However, t h s  section applies current scientific 

knowledge to the assessment of impacts from ocean going boats on marine mammals and turtles. Noise 

measurements usually are given in decibel (dB) units, but there are many different kmds of decibel 

measurements. In many cases, different types of dB measurements cannot be directly compared to each 

other. A dB unit is merely a logarithmic ratio of a measured value versus a reference value. Undenvater 

dB measurements are not equivalent to dB measurements of airborne sounds. The reference pressure 

used for underwater noise measurements (1 micropascal mi pal) is much lower than that used for airborne 

sound measurements (20 pPa). In addition, underwater noise measurements typically do not have any 

frequency weighting applied, whde airborne noise is often measured using one of several frequency 

weighting scales. In many cases, underwater noise levels are reported only for h t e d  frequency bands, 

while airborne noise is usually reported as an integrated value over a very wide range of frequencies. 

Thus, the underwater dB levels mentioned in the following discussions cannot be compared dlrectly to 

aitborne sound dB levels. The impact that a human-made sound can have on sea life depends on its 

loudness and on the specific acoustic frequency pattern at the location where the marine organisms detect 

the sound and the distance of the animal from the sound source. Sound intensity decreases with distance 
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from the noise source, and hgh  frequency components of the noise decrease more rapidly with distance 

than do low frequency components. 

The following are used in this section as thresholds for impacts: 

0 X readily noticeable or measurable increase in noise level from the existing conditions 
identified in Chapter 3 would be considered a negative impact. 

A significant adverse noise impact would occur if the number of boat operations were to 
dramatically increase over existing conditions. 

A substantial increase in noise from the No Action Alternative generated by the Proposed 
Action would be considered a significant impact. A substantial increase would be one where 
long-term physical disturbances would cause physical injury or extremely hgh  levels of stress 
to humans, marine mammals, or turtles. 

0 

4.2.2 Proposed Action 

The following section discusses the potential noise impacts to the human and marine mammal 

environments associated with implementation of the Proposed Action throughout the coastal regions of 

the continental U.S., Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, Puerto bco ,  and the U.S. V i r p  Islands. 

Human Environment 

Boat noise impacts to human communities are normally h t e d  due to the low speed approach and 

doclung of boats at USCG facdities. Most htgh-speed boat operations would occur well offshore and 

would have minimal impact on noise levels at onshore locations. USCG facilities are located primarily in 

industrial areas where boat and mechanical noises do not normally affect the community and therefore, 

there would be no sipficant impact from existing USCG boat noises. 

Marine Mammal Environment 

Some USCG boats operate in and pass through whale migration routes and other marine mammal habitat. 

Reactions to USCG boat noise would be consistent among species in each of the Programmatic 

Environmental Assessment (PEA) ROIs. For example, critical habitat for right whales is located in both 

the Northeast Waters and the Southeast Waters regions and humpback populations in Hawaiian waters 

may be especially sensitive to the introduction of noise as these areas are important reproductive grounds 

for these species (Richardson et al. 1995). Also, USCG boats pass through the gray whale's migration 

route in Pacific Continental Waters and the humpback's route in the Northeast, Southeast, Alaska and 

Pacific Tropical regions. 
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USCG boats emit the follo\ving type of noises that could affect the inarine environment: 

Machiiiery Noise - Mechanical vibrations are transmitted through the hull to the water 
generating both broadband and narrowband noise. 

Propeller Noise - Cavitation noise is caused by collapsing water vapor made by the rotating 
propeller blades. Another important form of propeller noise is "singmg" caused by propeller 
blade resonance. 

0 Flow Noise (Hydrodynamic Noise) - ?'he external flow of water against the hull causes rattles 
and vibrations as well as breaking bow and mache ry  stem waves. 

Electrical Noise - Noises from electrical signals results from use of certain machmery, 
navigation, and electronic equipment. This noise is called electromagnetic interference (ECMI). 

0 

Most marine animals can perceive underwater sounds over a broad range of frequencies from about 10 

Hz to more than 10,000 Hz. Peak acoustic sensitivity of most invertebrates, fish, sea turtles, and baleen 

whales is below 1,000 Hz. For most toothed cetaceans, seals, manatees, and seabirds, hearing is best at 

frequencies greater than 1,000 Hz (USCG 20029. Because the larger USCG boats generate source 

pressures of 160 to 170 dB at 1 meter, sounds of USCG boats are readily audible to baleen whales, seals, 

fish, and possibly sea turtles over a large area of the ocean. 

Because of this high level of sensitivity, any long-term disturbance to marine mammals from USCG boat 

noise would be an adverse impact. USCG boat noises are most likely well below sound intensities 

associated with severe disturbance or injury to whales and other marine mammals at normal operating 

procedures. Under normal operations, USCG boat noises are unltkely to cause any sipficant adverse 

impacts to whales or  other marine mammals. There is no scientific information concluding that the noise 

levels emitted by existing USCG assets or boats have direct significant adverse impacts on marine 

mammals. Further, any impacts are ltkely to be short-term. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not 

sigmficantly affect cetaceans. Sea turtle hearing thresholds are less well understood, but some studies 

have shown that turtles do not respond favorably to the introduction of loud or low frequency sounds 

(hchardson et al. 1995). USCG boats may transit near populations of sea turtles, but gven that the time 

of noise exposure would be minimal and not prolonged, turtles would not be sqpficantly impacted. 

Furthermore, USCG boats that produce loud low-frequency sounds are few in number and it is unlikely 

that the RB-S and RB-M boats would interfere with whale communications in a sipficant manner. 

Therefore, no significant impacts on marine mammal communication are expected as a result of the 

implementation of the Proposed Action. 

4-10 



Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment 
March 2003 

4.2.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions would remain as is and the Proposed Action not be 

implemented. Existing 4l-foot UTB and non-standard boats would continue to operate within the 

current areas. Boat noise impacts to human communities are normally lunited to the low speed approach 

and doclung of boats at  USCG facilities. l'he majority of USCG boat fachties are located in 

port/industrial areas where boat and mechanical noises do not normally affect the community and, 

therefore, there would be no significant impact from existing boat noises. Most hgh-speed boat 

operations would occur well offshore and would have little impact on noise levels at onshore locations. 

Furthermore, existing 41 -foot UTB and non-standard boats that produce loud low-frequency sounds are 

few in number and it is unlikely that the KB-S and RB-M boats would interfere with whale 

communications in a sipficant manner. Therefore, no significant impacts on marine mammal 

communication are expected as a result of the implementation of the No Action Alternative. 

4.3 Biological Resources 

4.3.1 Significance Criteria 

There are a number of ways in which the proposed acquisition and operation of the RB-S and RE-M may 

affect the protected and sensitive habitats within the ROI. These impacts are grouped into three main 

categories: impacts to the USCG living marine resource protection activities that are within or adjacent to 

protected and sensitive habitats; impacts to the resource from physical disturbance; and impacts to the 

resource from accidental emission of pollutants. 

Due to the nature of this PEA, impacts can in most cases be discussed only in general terms. When 

specific homeporting decisions are made, more detailed analyses of potential impacts would be included 

in follow-on NEPA documentation. Under Proposed Action and No Action Alternative, the USCG 

would continue to operate according to USCG regulations related to protected habitats, including 

COhfDINST 16004.3, USCG Padicipation in the Nai'ional Marine Sanctxay~ Program, COMDTINST 16214.2, 

National Marine Sanctuav Law Enforcement l'mgram, COMDINST MI6 1 14.5B, Boat Crew Seanzanship Manual, 

and COMDINST M16798.8, Atcxiliay Boat Crew iIlant/al Programs &e Ocean Steward and Ocean 

Guardian (Appendix G) and the Atlantic Protection Living Marine Resource Initiative (APLMRI) 

(Appendix H) would also continue to be followed. Impacts are considered to be sipficant if USCG 

activities result in any of the following: 

0 

0 

Temporary or permanent loss of any sensitive, protected or especially unique habitat 

Direct loss or damage of any sensitive resource within a protected or especially significant 
habit at 
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Excessive noise o r  presence due to normal USCG activities that lessens the habitat value for 
the inhabitants of these areas 

Ths section also addresses the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action 

Alternative with regard to marine biologcal resources, specifically threatened and endangered marine 

mammals and sea turtles and their habitats. The ROI for impacts to biological resources can be either 

localized or within the entire ROI because some of these resources are not confined to one area. A s  

specific homeporting issues are not addressed 111 the analysis of impacts, t h s  section focuses on the 

operation of the proposed RB-S and RB-M (Proposed Action), as well as the existing assets (No Action 

Alternative). Impact thresholds are reached and could be significant if USCG activities result in the 

following: 

Permanent loss or significant degradation of any designated critical habitats or any sensitive 
coastal, pelagic, or benthc habitats. 

Direct loss (take) of a substantial number of individuals of a special status species (includmg 
Federal- and state-listed species, protected species, and species of concern). In some cases, the 
loss of an indvidual member of a species might be sigmficant. 

Harassment (take) of a special status marine mammal or sea turtle species. There are two 
levels of harassment defined in the Marine Mammal Protection Act (TWvfPA). Level A is 
defined as “any act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance that has the potential to injure a marine 
mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild.” Level B is defined as “harassment having the 
potential to dsturb a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild by causing 
dsruption of behavioral patterns, including, but not h t e d  to, migration, b rea thg ,  nursing, 
breeding, feeding, or sheltering.” 

Loss of a substantial number of individuals of a nodsted species or loss that could affect 
abundance or diversity of that species beyond normal variabdity. 

Permanent loss of breedmg areas and habitat of endangered, threatened, o r  rare marine 
species. 

Substantial interference with the movement of any resident marine species (i.e., its migration 
corridors). 

0 

0 

0 

There are also a number of ways in wluch the proposed acquisition and operation of the RB-S and RB-M 

may impact fisheries. Direct contact between RE-S and RB-M assets and marine species would result in a 

dlsturbance to these species. In the case of threatened and endangered species, t h s  pertains to the 

USCG’s abiltty to control other hunian-generated sources of disturbance to such species. Disturbance to 

fish from noise generated by USCG response boats is not considered sigmficant in that response boats 

constitute a small percentage of the s h p  traffic generally found in a given area. In addition, the analysis 

completed for the APLMRI EIS states that USCG boat noise is less than the strong startle response in 
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fish, whch occurs at 200-205 dB RE IpPA. Most USCG boats do not normally create more than 160 dB 

RE 1pPA at 1 meter or less. 

Certain RB-S and R€-M activities may affect essential fish habitat (EFH), which refers to those waters 

and substrates necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity (Magnuson- 

Stevens Act, 16 U.S.C. 1801). ‘Waters” is defmed as aquatic areas and their associated pliysical, chemical, 

and biological properties that are used by fish and may include aquatic areas hstorically used by fish. 

“Substrate” is defined as sediment, hard bottom, structures underlying the waters, and associated 

biologcal communities. “Necessary” is defined as the habitat required to support a sustainable fishery 

and the managed species’ contribution to a healthy ecosystem. “Spawning, breedmg, feeding, or growth 

to maturity” is defmed as a species’ full life cycle. 

Impacts are considered to be sipficant if USCG activities result in any of the following: 

Loss of the USCG’s abdity to perform its mission to protect fisheries 

Disturbance of fisheries to such a degree that there is a loss of population or  take, as defmed 
by the NMFS 

Destruction of EFH 

4.3.2 Proposed Action 

Protected and Sensitive Habitats 

RB-S and RB-M operations can disturb protected and sensitive habitats as they operate within or transit 

the protected areas. USCG assets disturbing protected and sensitive habitat areas would correlate with the 

mission demands in or near a particular protected or sensitive habitat and the number of R€-S and RE-M 

operations in the area. USCG assets can also affect protected and sensitive habitats by accidentally 

releasing chemicals and other surface water pollutants in or  adjacent to these areas. Like other Federal 

agencies, the USCG is required to report and clean up such spdls. In addition, accidental spds at nearby 

USCG facillties can affect protected and sensitive habitats. 

The Proposed Action would offer varying degrees of impacts and levels of protection. Although an 

impact may occur, these potential impacts are mitigated by the greater efficiency of newer assets and the 

development and implementation of standard operating procedures (SOPs) by the USCG. These SOPs 

direct operators to avoid breeding areas and other sipficant or sensitive habitats or resources. S d a r  

SOPs are in place for other asset operations. As previously mentioned, any potential impacts that may 

result of homeporting/homebasing would be addressed in follow-on NEPA documentation. 
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Marine Mammals and Sea Turtles 

Northeast Waters. In terms of USCG interaction, there are many marine mammal species that occur in 

this ROI. Those of note include SLY species of endangered whales (right, humpback, sei, fin, blue, and 

sperm whales), as well as five species of seals protected by the MMPA. These are the harbor, gray, ringed, 

hooded, and harp seal. There are also four species of sea turtles in tha ROI: the Endangered Species Act 

(E%)-listed threatened loggerhead and green, and the ESA-listed endangered leatherback and hawksbd. 

There would be no significant adverse impact to marine wildlife in this region because these boats would 

have an increased efficiency. There is a regon-specific impact issue in the Northeast Waters in which the 

critically endangered right whale occurs related to potential cohsions of RB-S and RB-M with marine 

mammals or sea turtles. In general, USCG contribution to the conservation of this species is of 

signtficant benefit. Programs &e the Right YVliale Early Warning System, Ocean Steward, and Ocean 

Guardian, APLMRI, and (standard operating procedures regarding right whales and other sensitive 

species would continue under this alternative. 

Although the new response boats are capable of speeds up to 40 knots, these USCG boats are only a 

small percentage of a much larger number of commercial and recreational boats that ply these waters on a 

daily basis. Even though the response boats are capable of going 40 knots, such hgh  speeds would not 

be used on a continuous basis and would usually be resenred for emergency operations that necessitate 

hgh  speed. Normal transit speeds would be in the range of 10-15 knots. Additionally, these boats are 

designed to be hghly maneuverable. Ths maneuverabdity is a necessity for carrying out their critical 

missions. The highly maneuverable nature of these boats would assist them in avoiding collisions with 

protected species. 

To guard against any adverse impacts of the R€-S and RB-M operations on protected species, the USCG 

would continue to adhere to the protective measures in place in the APLMRI (Appendix H). Moreover, 

the USCG would contirue to adhere to the policies and goals stated in the Ocean Steward (Appendix G). 

Because of the XPLMRI and Ocean Steward, the small number and size of boats, the boats’ hlgh level of 

maneuverabhty, and their low level of speed during normal operations, the replacement of non-standard 

boats and the 41-foot UTBs with the R€-S and RB-M boats and their operations would not &ely result in 

significant adverse effects to protected marine species. 

Southeast Waters. In terms of USCG interaction, there are many marine mammal species that occur in 

the three portions of t h s  ROI. Nineteen species of marine mammals inhabit the portion of this ROI 

found along the southeastern seaboard of the US. ,  four of which are listed as endangered (the humpback, 

right, and sperm whale and the Florida manatee). Twelve species of marine mammals inhabit the portion 

of thls ROI found in the Caribbean, including three species of endangered whales (humpback, blue, and 
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sperm), and the Anttllean manatee. The Gulf of Mexico portion of the ROI has the same marine 

mammal species found in the Northeast ROI, and the Florida manatee occurs here. There are also six 

species of sea turtles in this KOI, all of which arc protected under the ESA. The five most common 

species of sea turtles in this region are the green, loggerhead, hawksbill, Kemp’s ridley, and the 

leatherback. The hawksbdl, Kemp’s ridley, and leatherback are listed as endangered; the loggerhead, 

green, and olive ridley are federally threatened. 

The largest single human-caused source of mortality in manatees is collision with boats. There has been 

one documented fatal colltsion of a USCG boat and a manatee. The USCG has an active role in 

enforcing manatee protection regulations, especially speed zones. The USCG adheres to manatee 

protection regulations, except in emergencies. Therefore, under the Proposed Action, there would most 

likely be no change in the numbers of such collisions and no sigruficant adverse impacts. 

Although there is a possibility that sea turtles mag be directly taken through collision with USCG boats, 

the kellhood of such direct takings is minimal. There are no records of USCG boat collisions with 

turtles, although such cohsions may have gone unnoticed because turtles are small, relative to many 

USCG boats. The National Marine Fisheries Senrice (NMFS) has issued an incidental take statement 

authorizing the take, by injury or mortality, of one sea turtle along the Atlantic coast. This level of take 

represents the total take per year for all USCG boat and aircraft activities in the area. However, even if 

collisions do occur, it is unhkely that such interactions would signtficantly affect populations of turtles 

because the number of turtles directly affected would be small. Furthermore, even though there are 

USCG fachties near 5 turtle nesting sites in FL and near one site in South Carolina, it is not anticipated 

that RB-S and RB-M maritime operations would interfere with turtle nesting sites because normal water 

operations would not be that close to terrestrial nesting sights and where the boats did traverse waters 

near these sites, it would likely be at relatively low speeds and would h t  noise and the possibhty of 

collision. In addition, the migration of turtles to shallow waters, and eventually on shore to nest, occurs 

well after nightfall, which is outside of the normaloperation hours for RB-S and RB-M. Therefore, no 

s ipt icant  impacts are expected from boat operations. However, if site specific homeporting decisions 

for RBS/RBM result in proposed infrastructure or hghting changes at  any USCG facllities frequented by 

the RBS and/or RBM near these nesting sites, the USCG mag prepare additional NEPA analysis as 

necessary. 

Although the new response boats are capable of speeds up to 40 knots, these USCG boats are only a 

small percentage of a much larger number of commercial and recreational boats that ply these waters on a 

daily basis. Even though the response boats are capable of going 40 knots, such high speeds would not 

be used on a continuous basis and would usually be reserved for emergency operations that necessitate 

high speed. Normal transit speeds would be in the range of 10-15 knots. Additionally, these boats are 
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designed to be highly maneuverable. This maneuverabkty is a necessity for carrying out their critical 

missions. The highly maneuverable nature of these boats would assist them in avoiding cohsions with 

protected species. 

To guard against any adverse impacts of the RB-S and RB-M operations on protected species, the USCG 

would continue to adhere to the protective measures in place in the APLMRI. Moreover, the USCG 

would continue to adhere to the policies and goals stated in the Ocean Steward (Appendix G). Because 

of the APLMRI and Ocean Steward, the small number and size of boats, the boats’ hgh  level of 

maneuverability, and their low level of speed during normal operations, the replacement of non-standard 

boats and the 41-foot UTBs with the RB-S and RB-M boats and their operations would not Uely result in 

sigruficant adverse effects to protected marine species. 

Pacific Continental Waters. The special status species that inhabit Pacific Continental Waters include 

six endangered large whale species; three threatened marine mammal species, the federally threatened 

southern sea otter, the endangered leatherback sea turtle, and three species of federally threatened sea 

turtles (green, loggerhead, and olive ridley). There is also critical habitat designation in this region for the 

Stella sea lion. There would be no significant adverse impact to marine wildlife in th s  reglon. 

Although the new response boats are capable of speeds up to 40 knots, these USCG boats are only a 

small percentage of a much larger number of commercial and recreational boats that ply these waters on a 

daily basis. Even though the response boats are capable of going 40 knots, such high speeds would not 

be used on a continuous basis and would usually be resenred for emergency operations that necessitate 

h g h  speed. Normal transit speeds would be in the range of 10-15 knots. Additionally, these boats are 

designed to be highly maneuverable. This maneuverability is a necessity for carrying out their critical 

missions. The highly maneuverable nature of these boats would assist them in avoiding cohsions with 

protected species. 

Additionally, the USCG would continue to abide by its speed p d a n c e  published October 22, 1997 for 

boats operating along the Pacific coast, Coast Guard Vessel and Speed Approacb Guidance for whales. This 

gudance states: 

“Reduction in vessel speed should be considered when a whale is sighted, known to be in the immediate 

area, or known to have been sighted within five mutical miles. Speeds as appropriate, yet navigationally 

prudent, to avoid collision with a whale, and if necessary, reduce speed to a minimum at which the vessel 

can be kept on course or come to all stop. 
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Do not approach whales head-on, nor approach w i t h  100 yards. Approach distances ma): vary if the 

Coast Guard vessel is assisting in the rescue of an endangered whale or performing duties to enforce the 

Endangered Species Act or Marine Mammal Protection Act.” 

Additionally, the USCG would continue to abide by the policies contained in the Ocean Steward. 

Because of the current guldance in place to encourage avoidance of negative contact by USCG boats with 

marine mammals, the small number and size of the new boats at any particular location, the boats’ high 

level of maneuverability, and their low level of speed during normal operations, these boats would not 

create the potential for significant impacts to protected species. 

Pacific Tropical Waters. In terms of USCG interaction, marine mammal species to note in t h s  area 

include the endangered humpback whale and five species of threatened and endangered sea turtles. There 

is also critical habitat designation in th s  region for the Hawaiian monk seal. There would be no 

signtficant adverse impact to marine wildlife in th s  regon. 

Although the new response boats are capable of speeds up to 40 knots, these USCG boats are only a 

small percentage of a much larger number of commercial and recreational boats that ply these waters on a 

daily basis. Even though the response boats are capable of going 40 knots, such hgh  speeds would not 

be used on a continuous basis and would usually be reserved for emergency operations that necessitate 

hgh  speed. Normal transit speeds would be in the range of 10-15 knots. Additionally, these boats are 

designed to be highly maneuverable. Ths maneuverability is a necessity for carrying out their critical 

missions. The lighly maneuverable nature of these boats would assist them in avoiding collisions with 

protected species. 

Additionally, the USCG would continue to abide by its speed guldance published October 22, 1997 for 

boats operating along the Pacific coast, Coast Guard Vessel and Speed Appmach Guidance for whales. Tlus 

guldance states: 

“Reduction in vessel speed should be considered when a whale is sighted, known to be in the immediate 

area, or known to have been sighted w i t h  five nautical mi les .  Speeds as appropriate, yet navigationally 

prudent, to avoid collision with a whale, and if necessary, reduce speed to a minimum at which the vessel 

can be kept on course or come to all stop. 

Do not approach whales head-on, nor approach w i t h  100 yards. Approach distances map vary if the 

Coast Guard vessel is assisting in the rescue of an endangered whale or performing duties to enforce the 

Endangered Species Act or Marine Mammal Protection Act.” 

Additionally, the USCG would continue to abide by the policies contained in the Ocean Steward. 

Because of the current guidance in place to encourage avoidance of negative contact by USCG boats with 
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marine mammals, the small number and size of the new boats at any particular location, the boats’ hgli 

level of maneuverability, and their low level of speed during normal operations, these boats would not 

create the potential for significant impacts to protected species. 

Alaska Waters. Marine mammal species to note in this area include seven endangered species of whales, 

the Steller sea lion, whch is federally listed, the endangered leatherback turtle, and the threatened sea 

otter. There is also critical habitat designation in this region for the Steller sea lion. The populations of 

the special status species in t h s  regon would not be significantly affected by the Proposed Action because 

the level of USCG protection and law enforcement related to living marine resource protection would 

stay the same. 

Although the n e w  response boats are capable of speeds up to 40 knots, these USCG boats are only a 

small percentage of a much larger number of commercial and recreational boats that ply these waters on a 

d d y  basis. Even though the response boats are capable of going 40 knots, such high speeds would not 

be used on a continuous basis and would usually be resenred for emergency operations that necessitate 

htgh speed. Normal transit speeds would be in the range of 10-15 knots. Adhtionally, these boats are 

designed to be hghly maneuverable. This maneuverabhty is a necessity for carrying out their critical 

missions. The highly maneuverable nature of these boats would assist them in avoiding coksions with 

protected species. 

Additionally, the USCG would continue to abide by its speed gudance published October 22, 1997 for 

boats operating along the Pacific coast, Coast Guard Vessel and Speed Approach Guidmce for whales. This 

gudance states: 

“Reduction in vessel speed should be considered when a whale is sighted, known to be in the irnmedmte 

area, or known to have been sighted w i t h  five nautical d e s .  Speeds as appropriate, yet navigationally 

prudent, to avoid collision with a whale, and if necessary, reduce speed to a minimum at which the vessel 

can be kept on course or come to all stop. 

Do not approach whales head-on, nor approach withm 100 yards. Approach &stances may vary if the 

Coast Guard vessel is assisting in the rescue of an endangered whale or performing duties to enforce the 

Endangered Species Act or Marine Mammal Protection Act.” 

Additionally, the USCG would continue to abide by the policies contained in the Ocean Steward. 

Because of the current gudance in place to encourage avoidance of negative contact by USCG boats with 

marine mammals, the small number and size of the n e w  boats at any particular location, the boats’ htgh 

level of maneuverabdity, and their low level of speed during normal operations, these boats would not 

create the potential for significant impacts to protected species. 
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Great Lakes. RB-S and RB-M operations in this region do not interact with marine mammals, sea 

turtles, or threatened or endangered species; thus, there would be no significant impacts from RB-S and 

RB-M missions in the Great Lakes region under the Proposed Action or No Action Alternauve. 

Under the Proposed Action, the operation of the RB-S and RB-M would result in minor adverse impacts 

on fisheries and EFH. k i o r  adverse impacts have been designated due to the potential of boats to take 

individuals or to cause minor disruptions in feeding or reproduction; however, there is no published 

literature that cohsions with boats are a significant source of injury or mortality for fish (USCG 1996). 

4.3.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, existing assets mould continue to operate, with periodic upgrades, unul 

the end of their service life and would be replaced when necessary. An area of concern is the potential for 

pollutants to impact protected and sensitive habitats. Under the No Action Alternative, the potential for 

response might not be as efficient. However, there would not be a notable change in the potential of 

spills from USCG response boats because existing COMDINSTs would be followed and assets would be 

adequately maintained or would be replaced at the end of their useful service life. 

\ W e  the replacement of the current boats slowly over time with non-standarhed boats is not expected 

to sipficantly impact the USCG’s abdity to carry out its dnective of protecting the marine environment 

and ensuring homeland security, some decrease in efficiencies can be expected and from the operations of 

older less efficient vessels with more maintenance problems. Under t h s  alternative, the disturbances 

created in the marine environment as a result of USCG boat operations would not change sipficantly 

from current activity; therefore, sipficant negative impacts from operations under the no action 

alternative to marine wildlife are not expected. Populations of the special status species in this regon 

would not be sipficantly affected because the USCG would continue to enforce laws related to living 

marine resource protection. 

Under the No Action Alternative, existing assets would continue to operate, with periodc upgrades, untd 

the end of their service life or would be replaced when necessary Another area of concern is the 

potential for pollutants to impact fisheries and EFIH. Under the No Action Alternative, the potentlal for 

response might not be as efficient. However, there would not be a notable change in the potential of 

spills from USCG response boats because existing COMDINSTs would be followed and assets would be 

adequately maintained or would be replaced at the end of their useful service life. 
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Coastal and Other Birds 

Under the Proposed Action, the operation of the RB-S and RB-M would result in only minor adverse 

impacts, if any, to coastal and other birds. Minor adverse impacts have been designated due to the 

potential of boats to cause minor disruptions to bird nesting habitats. The USCG has a Memorandum of 

Understandmg (MOW with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USF'XS). The USCG would adhere to the 

MOU to reduce any potential impacts to coastal and other birds. As most boats would be replaced on 

one-for-one basis, significant impacts are not expected. 

4.3.4 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, existing assets would continue to operate, with periodic upgrades, untd 

the end of their service life or would be replaced when necessary. Another area of concern is the 

potential for pollutants to impact protected and sensitive habitats. Under the No Action Alternative, the 

potential for response might not be as efficient. However, there would not be a notable change in the 

potential of spills from USCG response boats because existing COhlDINSTs would be followed and 

assets would be adequately maintained or would be replaced at the end of their useful service life. 

The No  Action Alternative is not expected to affect the USCG's ability to carry out its directive of 

protecting the marine environment. Under this alternative, the disturbances created in the marine 

environment as a result of USCG boat activities would not change; therefore, minor impacts would 

continue to be expected. Populations of the special status species in t h s  region would not be affected 

because the USCG would continue to enforce laws related to living marine resource protection. All 

impact parameters would have the same level of protection as currently provided, with the exception of 

possible cohsion of USCG boats with marine mammals or sea turtles. 

4.4 Water Resources 

The following section discusses the potential impacts to water resources associated with the 

implementation of the Proposed Action throughout the coastal regons of the continental US., Alaska, 

Hawaii, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. V i r p  Islands. 

4.4.1 Significance Criteria 

The USCG enforces and must comply with a number of Federal l a ~ s  and regulations. In addtion, the 

various states have also enacted a number of laws to protect their surface water resources. Evaluation 

criteria for water resources include consideration of water availabdity, quality, and use; existence of 

floodplains; and associated regulations. Impacts to surface waters would be significant if activities from 

the Proposed Action resulted in any of the following: 

4-20 



Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment 
March 2003 

Availabhty of water to users 

Effect on water quality and public health 

4.4.2 Proposed Action 

As discussed in Section 3.3, the quality of the surface waters varies in each ROI. \Without specific 

information regarding the number of additional boats and crew, no reasonable assumptions can be made 

regarding potential impacts to surface waters. However, in general, it can be stated that the 4-stroke 

e n p e s  that would power the RB-Ss are more efficient and cleaner and would emit less pollutants into the 

waters than the 2-stroke engrnes they replace on the non-standard boats. In addition, modern boats are 

expected to result in greater reliability with a resultant reduction in potential for inadvertent releases. The 

more efficient cleaning, lubrication, and maintenance systems would result in reductions in volume of 

hazardous waste generated. Since management of hazardous waste is expected to reduce the potential for 

impacts on surface water quality due to spills. 

Each contact with a boat conducting illegal activities has some potential for resulting in water quality 

impacts. For example, these contacts can result in releases of oil or other substances from boats that may 

be damaged after coming under fire. Upgraded weapons systems and more effective national defense 

capabilities could increase the number of contacts with illegal boats, thereby increasing the potential for 

water quality impacts. W e  the potential extent of the number and type of these contacts is unknown, 

the increased capabilities also may act as a deterrent to &gal activities (USCG 20029. Therefore, no 

sipficant impacts to water quality are anticipated. 

Construction at homeporting fachties could result in surface water quality impacts, such as resuspension 

of existing contaminated sediments or inadvertent dlscharges of contaminants. Sirmlarly, changes to 

wastewater or storm water conveyance or treatment facilities related to upgrading homeport facilities cold 

result in either beneficial impacts (such as modernization) of potentially adverse impacts such as increases 

in quantities of wastes) (USCG 20029. Since homeporting decisions are not part of this Proposed Acuon, 

impacts of any of these changes mentioned above would be assessed in future project-specific 

environmental documents. 

4.4.3 No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, existing boats would be maintained within their economic life and replaced with 

equivalent boats on an as-needed basis. Maintenance costs on older boats would continue to rise. 

Impacts to surface waters would slowly h s h  as new, cleaner, more efficient boats replace current 

boats. Therefore, no significant impact to water resources from the no action alternative are expected. 
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Under this alternative, the USCG would continue to follow all laws, regulations and COMDTINSTs 

related to the protection of water resources. 
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5. Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative effects are defined as “the impacts that result from the incremental impact of the action, when 

added to other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions” regardless of the entity or agency 

(public or private) responsible for such action. Cumulatn~e effects can result from individually minor but 

collectively intense impacts occurring over a perlod of time. 

Under the Proposed Action, the US. Coast Guard (USCG) would acquire and operate Response Boat- 

Small (RB-s) and Response-Boat-Medium (RB-rVI) as part of the implementation of its various missions. 

The majority of operations would occur within the coastal zone, though some activity would occur in 

inland areas. Effects associated with the Proposed Action in these areas would be largely h t e d  to air 

quality, noise, biologcal resources, and water resources. 

The extent and m a p t u d e  of potential cumulative effects cannot be quantified. Operational use of the 

boats proposed for acquisition would commence over a period of approximately ten years. The new 

boats would, for the most part, replace existing boats on a one-to-one basis at USCG facdlties. Absent 

substantial changes in mission requirements, whtch are not presently forecast, use of the new boats would 

be s d a r  to the use of the existing boats. That is, the operational area locations, types of missions 

performed, and duration of boat use in each mission (with the exception of homeland security) would not 

be expected to change. While the overall number of boats in the USCG’s inventory would increase over a 

10 year period the effects of such that increase would not be separately identifiable when compared to the 

effects of other boats operating in the same areas. 

The USCG’s operational areas would not be expected to change in material respects. The characteristics 

of ports, waterways, and open water would remain as they presently are. In contrast to projects occurring 

on land, which often result in visible changes to the landscape and produce direct effects to observable 

resources, the operation of RE-Ss and RB-Ms occurs in media that do not easily reveal measurable 

changes. Thus, quantification of the changes is difficult. 

Past, present, and future actions by the USCG or by others that could contribute to cumulative effects are 

h t e d  in their number and their nature. Certain kinds of actions telhngly produce effects in water areas, 

such as inadequate regulation of fisheries, resulting in depletion of certain stocks. Other actions create 

immediately visible results, such as major releases of oil from damaged tankers. 

Overall, the nature of the operational use of the boats proposed for acquisition tends to be relatively 

benign. As is the practice today, the boats would be operated in accordance with hgh  standards of 

adherence to maritime safety and maintenance. While the risk of accident or loss due to other causes 
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cannot be disregarded, the risk of occurrence of events having potential for catastrophic consequences is 

h t e d .  

Certain types of USCG actions may increase 111 the future. For instance, acuvities related to providing 

protection against terrorist acts are likely to increase. There may also be increased reliance on the USCG 

to interdict alien migrants and smugghg of degal drugs into the U.S. In s d a r  vein, actions by pubhc 

and private entities other than the USCG may change. For instance, based on historic trends and 

forecasts, it is reasonably foreseeable that there would be more boats operating in the deepwater, coastal 

zone, and inland areas. Ths type of increase would likely necessitate stepped efforts on the part of the 

USCG with respect to protection of living marine resources enforcement and protection sen+xs. Should 

there be increases in the number of permits granted for offshore oil d r h g  and deep-sea mineral mining, 

related USCG activities would also increase to address, for example, concomitant greater potential for 

hazardous waste spills. 

Other changes in activities occurring in deepwater, coastal zone, and inland areas could also occur. For 

many such changes, however, cumulative effects in light of USCG activities cannot be reliably predicted. 

Examples of such actions include proposals to increase the amounts of hazardous wastes that may be 

transported between countries and, by elements o€DoD, to use low frequency active sonar (as a means to 

locate and identify adversaries’ submarines) and to implement new aircraft programs requiring use of 

existing or modified special use airspace. 

As discussed in Section 4.0, the USCG’s proposal to replace its 41-foot Utdtty Boats and non-standard 

small boats would be expected to result in only h t e d  direct or indirect effects to air quality, noise, 

biologcal resources, and water resources. The Proposed Action would be expected not to contribute, to 

any measurable degree, to cumulative effects concerning these same resources. 

5-2 



Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment 
March 2003 

6. List of Preparers 

Suanne Collinsworth 
e2M 
M.S. Environmental Sciences and Enpeer ing  
B.S. Geology 
Certificate of Water Quality Management 
Years of Experience: 5 

Melissa Ellinghaus 
e2M 
Project Manager 
M.E.S. Environmental Policy 
B.S. Biology 
Years of Experience: 3 

Gino Giumarro 
e2M 
M.S. Natural Resources Plannkg 
B.S. Wildlife Biology 
Years of Experience: 4 
Responsible for: Fish, Marine Mammals, and Wildlife 

Gus Hare 
e2M 
B.S. Environmental Science 
Regmered Environmental Professional 
Years of Experience: 7 
Responsible for: Noise 

Russ Henning 
e2M 
B.S. Mechanical E n p e e r k g  
Years of Experience: 14 
Responsible for: Air quality 

Brian Hoppy 
e2M 
Program Manager 
B.S. Biology 
Certificate of Environmental Management 

I 

Years of Experience: 12 

Joan Lang 
e2M 
B.A. History and Political Science 
Years of Experience: 20 
Responsible for: Water Resources 

Cheryl Myers 
e2M 
A.A.S. Nursing 
Years of Experience: 25 
Responsible for: Graphics and Editing 

Chris Roche 
e2M 
B.S. Environmental Studies 
Years of Experience: 3 
Responsible for: Fish, Marine Mammals, and Wildlife 

6-1 



Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment 
March 2003 

Paul Wilbur 
e2M Technical Consultant 
B.A. English 
J.D. Law 
Years of Esperience: 30 

6-2 



Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment 
March 2003 

7. References 

ANSI 1990 

CARB 2002 

EPA 2002 

EPA 1978 

FICON 1992 

ONR 2000 

Polyak 2002 

Richardson et a1 
1995 
USCG 2002a 

USCG 2002b 

USCG 2002c 

USCG 2002d 

USCG 2002e 

USCG 2002f 

USCG 2002g 

USCG 2001 

USCG 1996 

American National Standards Institute (ANSI). 1990. Sound Level Desiniptorsjr 
Determination ofCompatible I-und Use. ANSI SI 2.40-1990. New York, N.Y.: 
Acoustical Society of America. 
Ambient Air Quality Standards from California Air Resources Board Website 
http://w~~v.arb.ca.gov/acls/aaqs2.pdf. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2002. National Coastal Condztzon Re,boe 
EPA Office of Research and Development; Office of Water, September 2001. 
US. Environmental Protection Agency @PA). 1978. Protective Noise Lvels: 
Condensed T/er.rion ofEPA Levels Doizment. EPA-550/9-79-100. Springfield, VA. 
National Technical Information Service. 
Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON). 1992. Federal Agency 
Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues. August 1992. 
Office of Naval Research (ONR). 2000. DraJ Environmental Impact Statementfor 
the North Pa&c Acoustic Lboratory. Arltngton, V i r p a .  National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service, Office of 
Protected Resources, Silver Spring, Maryland. State of Hawaii, Department of 
Land and Natural Resources, Honolulu, Hawaii May 2000. 
Polyak, Lisa, and Webber, Lawrence, “Technical Guide for Compliance with 
General Conformity Rule.” US. Army Center for Health Promotion and 
Preventative Medicine, August 2002. 
Richardson, W.J., C.R. Greene, C.I. Malme, and D.H. Thomson (Richardson et 
al.). 1995. Marine Mammals and Noise. Academic Press. 
US.  Coast Guard (USCG). 2002. Coast Guard Overview. 
htq:/ / www..usg.mil/ news/ ~g IO 11% IO 1. html Accessed 30 October 2002. 

US. Coast Guard (USCG). 2002. National Defense. 
hltp://www.zts‘;gmi(/oi!e~iew/nationaP~20defense. htm. Accessed 30 October 2002. 

U.S. Coast Guard (USCG). 2002. Homeland Security and the New Normalcy. 
h t p /  / www.usr;y.mil/ overview/ Homeland?4020Securi~. htm. Accessed 30 October 
2002. 

U.S.Coast Guard (USCG). 2002. Shore Based Response Boat System 
Capabdty Replacement Project - Mission Need Statement. 1 April 2002. 
U.S. Coast Guard (USCG). 2002. Fact File Fact Card regarding the Posse 
Comitatus Act. 
http:/ / www. us%. mil/ hg/gY02 D q /  comrel/~c~le/elfhct~ards/possecomifafus. html 
Accessed 30 October 2002. 

US.  Coast Guard (USCG). 2002. U S .  Coast Guard Final Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Integrated Deepwater System Project 
22 March 2002. 

U.S. Coast Guard (USCG). 2002. EnvjronmentalAssessment o f t h e  Stund-zlp and 
Operations afthe Maritime Saj$ and Secmp Team, Chesapeake I/ir@zia. August 
2002. 

“Energy Saving Alternatives for U.S. Coast Guard Boats”, Report No. CG-D- 
08-01, U.S. Coast Guard Research and Development Center, January 2001. 
US. Coast Guard (USCG). 1996. NEPA Final Enfitironmental Impact Statement 
(Volume I ) j r  the U. S. Coast Guard Lving Marine Resources (APLWR) Initiative. 
Prepared by Battelle Ocean Sciences. October 31, 1996. 

7-1 

http://www..usg.mil
http://www.usr;y.mil


Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment 
March 2003 

USCG Undated US.  Coast Guard (USCG). Undated. Sh$board hlarine En@s Testingjr the U.S. 
Coust Guurd, Final Keport. Volpe National Transportation Systems Center and 
U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters Naval Engineering Division. The report is 
undated; testing conducted in 1996. 
U.S. Department of Transportation (OSDOT). 1980. Gz/ide/inesjr Considering 
Noise in h i n d  Use Planning and Coniml, Federul Interageny Committee on Urban Noise. 
June 1980. 
Wright, A.A., “lnternational Exhaust Emission Controls, MARPOL Annex VI”, 
ASME Fall Technical Conference Paper, October 1999. 

USDOT 1980 

Wright 1999 

7-2 



I 

APPENDIX A 

INTERESTED PARTY LETTER AND NOTICE OF INTENT 



Commandant 
U S .  Departme US. Coast guard of Transportati 

United States 
Coast Guard 

2100 r strset S.W. 
Washlnglon. DC 20593 
Staff Symbol: G-ARB 
Phone 202-267-0649 
FAX: 202-267-433t 

16475 
10 October 2002 

Dear Interested Party: 

’The United States Coast Guard (USCG) is announcing its intent to prepare a Programmatic 
Environmen&l Assessment (PEA) for the replacement of response boats. The PEA will assess 
the decision to acquire, homeport and operate approximately 880 new response boats 
(approximately 180 Response Boat-Medium [RB-MI and approximately 700 Response Boat- 
Small [RB-s]) to add to or replace existing USCG boat capability at 43 Groups/Activities, 187 
multi-mission stations, and 26 Marine Safety Offices that operate boats throughout the USCG. 
Response boat replacements will occur at multiple locations along the east and west coasts, the 
Gulf of Mexico, the Great Lakes, Puerto ’Rim, the U.S. Virgin Islands, Alaska, Hawaii, and 
Guam. 

Domestic port safety and security has long been a core USCG mission. However, in the wake of 
the terrorist attacks Committed on September 11,2001, emerging heats to the U.S. homeland 
have prompted an increased USCG focus on protecting domestic ports and the US. Maritime 
Transportation System from terrorist threats. 

The PEA is being prepared because the USCG is proposing to carry out a large acquisition 
project designed to replace response boat capabilities over a large geographic area. In this 
context, the project is a broad proposed action with potential national effects. The USCG is 
following guidance in the “Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations on the National 
Environmental Policy Act” which requests federal agencies to “integrate the environmental 
planning process with other planning at the earliest possible times to ensure that planning and 
decisions reflect environmental values and involve agencies, applicants, and the public, to the 
extent practicable, in preparing environmental assessments.” 

The purpose of the PEA will be to provide general environmental information on the proposed 
action and alternatives to USCG decision-makers, expert agencies, and the interested and 
affected public and to determine whether the replacement project has the potential for significant 
environmental impacts. Because the USCG is in the early stages of planning this project, much 
of the infomation covered in this PEA will be general in nature. 

The PEA will discuss, in gmeral, that additional personnel and boat allowances may be needed 
at currently unknown locations sometime in the fhture. However, because the numbers of 
personnel and boats and the time h m e  for these site-specific actions is currently unknown, they 
will not be discussed in detail in the PEA. Any unforeseen new boat allowances and additional 
personnel, needed at specific locations, will be addressed in site-specific follow on NEPA 
documentation, as necessary. Furthermore, as changes to infrastructure are frequently a response 
to homeporting decisions, the PEA will discuss, in general, the possibility of infrastructure 
changes resulting from this acquisition. Woweva, detailed analyses of any site-specific 
infrastructure changes will be discussed in follow-on NEPA as necessary. 



16475 
10 October 2002 

Since potential changes to manpower are not known at this time, the PEA will not evaluate in 
detail socioeconomic, environmental justice, or land use changes. Since major infrastructure 
changes would be addressed in fitwe sitespecific NEPA documents, the PEA will not evaluate 
land we, cultural resources, or geological resources in detail. The PEA will focus its discussion 
on the general aspects of the affected environment, such as air quality; water quality, terrestrial 
and marine vegetation and wildlife, endangered species and their habitat, wetlands, and public 
safety. For the purposes of this document, the PEA location of these assets throughout the 
country will be designated on a regional level. 

In addition to compliance with NEPA, the purpose for obtaining this information is to ensure that 
the USCG makes fully informed decisions before choosing its final course of action. Once the 
USCG has completed the PEA, planning for associated specific actions that will result fiom 
implementation of the broader action will begin. 

The USCG intends to continue to involve the public in these later associated actions, as 
appropriate, and will also prepare M e r ,  more specific environmental analyses and 
documentation, as necessary. The PEA will be considered a first-tier EA whereby subsequent 
tiered NEPA analysis and documentation may be prepared €or future individual actions and their 
site-specific impacts. 

Public input is important in the preparation of the PEA. Your concerns and comments regarding 
the Response Boat Replacement Project and the possible environmental impacts are important to 
the USCG. You are invited to submit comments by using only one of the following means: 

(1) By ma3 to the Docket Management Facility (USCG 2002-13482), U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Room PG401,400 Seventh Street SW, Washington, DC 20590-0001. 

(2) By delivery to Room PL-401 on the Plaza Level of the Nassif Building, 400 Seventh 
Street SW, Washington, DC 205904001 between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, except Federal holidays. The telephone number is (202) 366-9329. 

(3) By fax to the Docket Management Facility at (202) 493-225 1. 
(4) Electronically through the Web Site for the Docket Management System at 

http://dms.dot .gov. 

In choosing among the above means for submitting your comments, please give due regard to the 
continuing difficulties and delays associated with delivery of mail through the U.S. Postal 
Service to federal facilities. 

Written comments should include your name, address, and the specific regions or port(s) to which the 
comment relates. The USCG will consider all comments received by close of business November 25, 
2002 in the development and completion of each EA. 

/ Sincerely, 

P i -&$  Manager, Response Boat - Medium 

http://dms.dot
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Persons making submissions by e- 
mail should use the following subject 
line: “United States-Morocco Free 
Trade Agreement” followed by (as 
appropriate) “Notice of Intent to 
Testify,” “Testimony,” or “Written 
Comments.” Documents should be 
submitted as either WordPerfect, 
MSWord, or text (.TXT) files. 
Supporting documentation submitted as 
spreadsheets are acceptable as Quattro 
Pro or Excel. For any document 
containing business confidential 
information submitted electronically, 
the file name of the business 
confidential version should begin with 
the characters “BC-”, and the file name 
of the public version should begin with 
the characters “P-”. The “P-” or “BC-” 
should be followed by the name of the 
submitter. Persons who make 
submissions by e-mail should not 
provide separate cover letters; 
information that might appear in a cover 
letter should be included in the 
submission itself. To the extent 
possible, any attachments to the 
submission should be included in the 
same file as the submission itself, and 
not as separate files. 

Written comments, notice of 
testimony, and testimony will be placed 
in a file open to public inspection 
pursuant to 15 CFR 2003.5, except 
business confidential information 
exempt from public inspection in 
accordance with 15 CFR 2003.6. 
Business confidential information 
submitted in accordance with 15 CFR 
2003.6 must be clearly marked 
“BUSINESS CONFIDENTIAL” at the top 
of each page, including any cover letter 
or cover page, and must be accompanied 
by a nonconfidential summary of the 
confidential information. All public 
documents and nonconfidential 
summaries shall be available for public 
inspection in the USTR Reading Room. 
The USTR Reading Room is open to the 
public, by appointment only, from 10 
a.m. to 1 2  noon and 1 p.m. to 4 p.m., 
Monday through Friday. An 
appointment to review the file must be 
scheduled at least 48 hours in advance 
and may be made by calling (202) 395- 
6186. 

General information concerning the 
Office of the United States Trade 
Representative may be obtained by 
accessing its Internet Web site (http:// 
m. ustr.gov). 
Carmen Suro-Bredie, 
Chairman, Trade Policy Staff Committee. 
[FR Doc. 02-25876 Filed 10-9-02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3190-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Coast Guard 

[USCG 2002-1 34821 

Response Boat Replacement Project; 
Programmatic Environmental 
Assessment 

AGENCY: U.S. Coast Guard, DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of intent and request for 
public comments. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Coast Guard 
announces its intent to prepare a draft 
Programmatic Environmental 
Assessment (PEA) for the replacement 
of response boats. The PEA will assess 
the decision to acquire, homeport, and 
operate approximately 880 new 
response boats (approximately 180 
Response Boat-Medium (RB-M) and 
approximately 700 Response Boat- 
Small (RB-s) to add to or replace 
existing Coast Guard boat capability at 
43 Groups/Activities, 187 multi-mission 
stations, and 26 Marine Safety Offices 
that operate Coast Guard boats. The 
Coast Guard seeks public and agency 
input on the scope of the PEA. 
Specifically, the Coast Guard requests 
input on any environmental concerns 
that the public may have related to 
existing response boats, the proposal to 
replace these assets, sources of relevant 
data or information, and any suggested 
analysis methods for inclusion in the 
PEA. 
DATES: Comments and related material 
must reach the Docket on or before 
November 25,2002. 
ADDRESSES: Comments may be 
submitted in several ways. To make sure 
your comments and related material are 
not entered more than once in the 
docket, please submit them by only one 
of the following means: 

(1) By mail to the Docket Management 
Facility (USCG2002-13482), US. 
Department of Transportation, Room 
PG401,400 Seventh Street, SW., 
Washington, DC 20590-0001. 

(2) By delivery to Room PL-401 on 
the Plaza Level of the Nassif Building, 
400 Seventh Street, SW., Washington 
DC between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, except Federal holidays. 
The telephone number is (202) 366- 
9329. 

(3) By fax to the Docket Management 
Facility at (202) 493-2251. 

(4) Electronically through the Web 
site for the Docket Management System 
at h ttp ://dms. dot .gov. 

In choosing from these means, please 
give due regard to the continuing 
difficulties and delays associated with 
delivery of mail through the U.S. Postal 
Service to federal facilities. 

The Docket Management Facility 
maintains the public docket for this 
notice. Comments will become part of 
this docket and will be available for 
inspection or copying in Room PL-401, 
located on the Plaza Level of the Nassif 
Building at the above address between 
9 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, except for federal holidays. You 
may also view this docket, including 
this notice and comments, on the 
Internet at http://dms. dog.gov, 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: If 
you have questions about the project, 
you may contact CAPT James Maes, 
Commandant (GOCS-2) at (202) 267- 
1085 or jmaes@comdt.uScg.mil. For 
questions on viewing, or submitting 
materials to the docket, contact Dorothy 
Beard, Chief, Dockets, DOT, at (202) 
366-9329. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Request for Comments 

comments and related materials on this 
notice. Persons submitting comments 
should include their names and 
addresses, this notice reference number 
(USCG-2002-13482), and the reasons 
for each comment. You may submit 
your comments and materials by mail, 
hand delivery, fax, or electronic means 
to the Docket Management Facility at 
the address given under ADDRESSES. If 
you choose to submit them by mail or 
hand delivery, submit them in an 
unbound format, no larger than 8% by 
11 inches, and suitable for copying and 
electronic filing. If you submit them by 
mail and would like to know if they 
reached the Facility, please enclose a 
stamped, self-addressed postcard or 
envelope. We will consider all 
comments and materials received 
during the comment period. (For 
additional information about this notice 
or the PEA, contact Ms. Kebby Kelley at 
(202) 267-6034 or 
Kkelley@comdt. uscg.mil.) 
Background Information 

long been a core Coast Guard mission. 
However, in the wake of the terrorist 
attacks committed on September 11, 
2001, emerging threats to the U.S. 
homeland have prompted an increased 
Coast Guard focus on protecting 
domestic ports and the U.S. Maritime 
Transportation System from terrorist 
threats. 

As part of the U S .  response to these 
threats, the Coast Guard is undertaking 
a PEA for the decision to acquire, 
homeport and operate approximately 
880 new response boats (approximately 
180 Response Boat-Medium (RB-M) 

We encourage you to submit 

Domestic port safety and security has 

http://dms
http://dog.gov
mailto:jmaes@comdt.uScg.mil
http://uscg.mil
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and 700 Response Boat-Small ( R B S )  
to add to or replace existing USCG boat 
capability at 43 Groups/Activities, 187 
multi-mission stations, and 26 Marine 
Safety Ofices that operate Coast Guard 
boats. They will be located in multiple 
locations along the east and west coasts, 
the Gulf of Mexico, the Great Lakes, 
Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands, Alaska, 
Hawaii and Guam. The PEA will discuss 
in general that additional personnel as 
well as additional boat allowances may 
be needed at currently unknown 
locations sometime in the future. 
However, because the numbers of 
personnel and boats and the time frame 
for these site-specific actions is 
currently unknown, they will not be 
discussed in detail in this PEA. Any 
unforeseen new boat allowances and 
additional personnel needed at specific 
locations will be addressed in site- 
specific follow on National 
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) 
documentation as necessary. 
Furthermore, changes to infrastructure 
are frequently a response to 
homeporting decisions. The PEA will 
discuss, in general, the possibility of 
infrastructure changes resulting from 
this acquisition. However, detailed 
analysis of any necessary site-specific 
infrastructure changes will be discussed 
in follow on NEPA documentation as 
necessary. 

The Coast Guard’s current fleet of 41- 
foot utility boats is aging and 
technologically obsolete. In addition, 
the current fleet of small utility boats is 
an assorted mix of various makes and 
models that have been acquired with 
more attention to the immediate mission 
requirement rather than the long-term 
supportability of the vessel or training 
considerations. Few of the existing fleet 
of boats meet emerging requirements for 
homeland security, such as higher 
intercept speeds and endurance. As a 
result, the current fleet of Coast Guard 
boat assets lacks the technology, full 
mission capability, and standardized 
training and maintenance necessary for 
efficient and effective mission 
performance. 
Proposed Action 

In accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969 (Section 102(2)(c), as implemented 
by the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR parts 
1500-1508), Department of 
Transportation (DOT) Order 5610.1C 
(Procedures for Considering 
Environmental Impacts), and USCG 
Policy (NEPA: Implementing Procedures 
and Policy for Considering 
Environmental Impacts, (COMDTINST 
(Commandant’s Instruction) 

M16475.1D1, the Coast Guard intends to 
prepare a PEA on the Response Boat 
Replacement Project. The purpose of 
this PEA is to develop a high-level 
approach and direction for 
implementing this program. 

NEPA requires federal agencies to 
consider all significant aspects of 
environmental impacts that may result 
from a proposed action, to inform the 
public of potential impacts and 
alternatives, and to facilitate public 
involvement in the assessment process. 
The core of our impact assessment 
process is our Environmental 
Assessment, or EA. The EA must 
include, among other topics, 
discussions of the purpose and need for 
the proposed action, a description of 
alternatives, a description of the affected 
environment, and an evaluation of the 
environmental impacts of the proposed 
action and alternatives. Once an EA is 
completed, and there are no significant 
impacts found, the lead agency prepares 
either a finding of no significant impact 
(FONSI) or a mitigated FONSI. A 
mitigated FONSI is one in which, 
although the preferred alternative will 
have some significant impacts to the 
environment, the FONSI and EA 
analysis include mitigation, into the 
preferred alternative, to reduce such 
impacts to the point where they are no 
longer significant. 

When preparing a PEA, the agency 
may evaluate the program based on 
common geographic locations, 
similarities of impacts, or states of 
development. Because no site-specific 
homeporting decisions-allocated assets 
to Coast Guard facilities-will be made 
during this stage of the project, the PEA 
is expected to facilitate and expedite the 
preparation of subsequent project- 
specific NEPA documents. 

The PEA will address the general 
environmental impacts of the Proposed 
Action and the No Action Alternative, 
while subsequent analyses will address 
specific implementing actions, such as 
homeporting of specific response boats 
at specific locations. Hence, as the first 
tier EA, the PEA will cover general 
issues in a broader-program analysis. 
Subsequent NEPA documentation will 
concentrate on the issues specific to the 
action being considered. 

The environment potentially affected 
by the Proposed Action may be the 
entire marine and terrestrial coastal 
region of the continental US., Alaska, 
Hawaii, the Caribbean, Guam, and the 
Great Lakes where the Coast Guard has 
facilities, as well as the areas where the 
response boats currently conduct 
operations. 

to remain ‘status quo,’ and only minor 
Because personnel levels are expected 

infrastructure changes, if any, are 
expected, the PEA will not evaluate 
socioeconomic or environmental justice 
or land use changes in detail in this 
programmatic document. Since any 
major infrastructure changes would be 
addressed in future site-specific NEPA 
documents, the PEA will not evaluate 
land use, cultural resources, or 
geological resources in detail. The PEA 
will focus its discussion on the general 
aspects of the affected environment, 
such as air quality; water quality, 
terrestrial and marine vegetation and 
wildlife, endangered species and their 
habitat, wetlands, and public safety. The 
PEA will compare the potential 
environmental impacts and benefits that 
would result from the proposed action 
and the no action alternative. For the 
purposes of this programmatic 
document, the location of these assets 
throughout the country will be 
designated on a regional level. 

Guard also will analyze the No Action 
Alternative as a baseline for comparing 
the impacts of the proposed project. For 
the purposes of this document, the No 
Action Alternative is defined as the 
Coast Guard keeping the current fleet of 
41-fOOt utility boats and small utility 
non-standard boats and replacing them 
on a one-for-one basis as they 
deteriorate or become obsolete. The 41- 
foot utility boats are aging and 
technologically obsolete and as they age, 
will increasingly not be able to meet 
homeland security requirements (high 
speed intercept and endurance). Also, as 
these boats continue to age, they will 
require more ‘down-time’ for 
maintenance and repairs. The current 
fleet of small utility non-standard boats 
is an assorted mix of makes and models 
that were required for immediate 
mission requirements. Since they are 
‘non-standard’ boats, maintenance, 
repairs, and personnel training vary 
from one type of model to another. This 
situation results in higher maintenance 
and repair costs, and additional training 
for personnel for each make and model. 
As any boat becomes too outdated to 
fulfill its mission, it would be replaced 
on a one-for-one basis. This would 
further complicate maintenance and 
repair costs and personnel training and 
result in continuing inefficiencies.The 
Coast Guard encourages public 
participation in the PEA process. The 
scoping period will start with 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register. Multiple methods for 
providing comments will be available, 
including mail, Internet and fax. 

Public meetings will only be held if 
there is sufficient interest shown. 
Because this is a programmatic 

As required by NEPA, the Coast 
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document, meetings, if held, will be at 
a district or national level. If public 
hearings are held, the time and place of 
the hearings will be announced in the 
Federal Register. You may request a 
public hearing by writing to the address 
under ADDRESSES. 

Following the scoping process, the 
Coast Guard will prepare a draft PEA. A 
Notice of Availability will be published 
in the Federal Register when the draft 
PEA is available. Public notices will be 
mailed or emailed to those who have 
requested a copy of the Draft PEA. This 
period will provide the public with an _. 

opportunity to review the document and 
to offer appropriate comments. 

Comments received during the draft 
PEA review period will be available in 
the public docket and made available in 
the Final PEA. A Notice of Availability 
of the Final PEA and FONSI will be 
published in the Federal Register. 

C.D. Wurster, 
Rear Admiral, US. Coast Guard, Assistant 
Commandant for Acquisition. 
[FR Doc. 02-25792 Filed 10-4-02; 8:45 am] 

Dated: October 3, 2002. 

BILLING CODE 4910-1 C P  

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 
[Docket No. NHTSA 2002-12528; Notice 21 

Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Manufacturing, 
Grant of Application for Decision That 
Noncompliance is Inconsequential to 
Motor Vehicle Safety 

Manufacturing (Uniroyal) has 
determined that approximately 3,023 
P235/70R16 BFGoodrich Radial Long 
Trail tires do not meet the labeling 
requirements mandated by Federal 
Motor Vehicle Safety Standard (FMVSS) 
No. 109, “New Pneumatic Tires.” 

Pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 30118(d) and 
30120(h), Uniroyal has petitioned for a 
determination that this noncompliance 
is inconsequential to motor vehicle 
safety and has filed an appropriate 
report pursuant to 49 CFR part 573, 
“Defect and Noncom liance Reports.” 

Notice of receipt ofthe application 
was published, with a 30-day comment 
period, on June 25, 2002, in the Federal 
Register (67 FR 42846). NHTSA 
received no comment on this 
application. 

During the period of the 8th through 
the loth and the 12th through the 14th 
weeks of 2002, the Ardmore, Oklahoma 
plant of Uniroyal Goodrich Tire 
Manufacturing produced and cured a 
number of tires with erroneous marking. 

Uniroyal Goodrich Tire 

FMVSS No. 109 (S4.3(d)) requires that 
each tire shall have permanently 
molded the generic name of each cord 
material used in the plies both sidewall 
and tread area) of the tire. Also, S4.3(e) 
requires that each tire shall have 
permanently molded into or onto both 
sidewalls the actual number of plies in 
the sidewall, and the actual number of 
plies in the tread area i f  different. 

The noncompliance with S4.3(d) and 
(e) relates to the mold. The tires were 
marked “Tread Plies: 2 Polyester + 2 
Steel + 1 Nylon,” instead of the correct 
marking “Tread Plies: 2 Polyester + 2 
Steel. ” 

Uniroyal states that of the total 3,023 
tires produced, 1,460 have been isolated 
and will be brought into compliance or 
scrapped. Uniroyal does not believe that 
this marking error will impact motor 
vehicle safety because the tires meet all 
applicable Federal Motor Vehicle Safety 
performance standards, conform to the 
original specifications, and the 
noncompliance is one sole1 of labeling. 

The Transportation Recall, 
Enhancement, Accountability, and 
Documentation (TREAD) Act (Public 
Law 106-414) required, among other 
things, that the agency initiate 
rulemaking to improve tire label 
information. In response, the agency 
published an Advance Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking (A”) in the 
Federal Register on December I, 2000 
(65 FR 75222). The agency received 
more than 20 comments on the tire 
labeling information required by 49 CFR 
Sections 571.109 and 119, Part 567, Part 
574, and Part 575. With regard to the 
tire construction labeling requirements 
of FMVSS 109, S4.3(d) and (e), most 
commenters indicated that the 
information was of little or no safety 
value to consumers. However, according 
to the comments, when tires are 
processed for retreading or repairing, it 
is important for the retreader or repair 
technician to understand the make-up of 
the tires and the types of plies. This 
enables them to select the proper repair 
materials or procedures for retreading or 
repairing the tires. A steel cord radial 
tire can experience a circumferential or 
“zipper” rupture in the upper sidewall 
when it is operated underinflated or 
overloaded. If information regarding the 
number of plies and cord material is 
removed from the sidewall, technicians 
cannot determine if the tire has a steel 
cord sidewall ply. As a result, many 
light truck tires will be inflated outside 
a restraining device or safety cage where 
they represent a substantial threat to the 
technician. This information is critical 
when determining if the tire is a 
candidate for a zipper rupture. In this 
case. since the steel cord construction is 

properly identified on the sidewall, the 
technician will have sufficient notice. 

In addition, the agency conducted a 
series of focus groups, as required by the 
TREAD Act, to examine consumer 
perceptions and understanding of tire 
labeling. Few of the focus group 
participants had knowledge of tire 
labeling beyond the tire brand name, 
tire size, and tire pressure. 

Based on the information obtained 
from comments to the ANPRh4 and the 
consumer focus groups, we have 
concluded that it is likely that few 
consumers have been influenced by the 
tire construction information [number of 
plies and cord material in the sidewall 
and tread plies) provided on the tire 
label when deciding to buy a motor 
vehicle or tire. 

The agency believes that the true 
measure of inconsequentiality to motor 
vehicle safety in this case is the effect 
of the noncompliance on the operational 
safety of vehicles on which these tires 
are mounted. This labeling 
noncompliance has no effect on the 
performance of tires of 2 Polyester and 
2 Steel Ply construction. 
In consideration of the foregoing, 

NHTSA has decided that the applicant 
has met its burden of persuasion that 
the noncompliance is inconsequential to 
motor vehicle safety. Accordingly, its 
application is granted and the applicant 
is exempted from providing the 
notification of the noncompliance as 
required by 49 U.S.C. 30118, and from 
remedying the noncompliance, as 
required by 49 U.S.C. 30120. 
(49 U.S.C. 30118, 30120; delegations of 
authority at 49 CFR 1.50 and 501.8) 

Issued on: October 4, 2002. 
Stephen R. Kratzke, 
Associate Administrator for Rulemaking. 
[FR Doc. 02-25791 Filed 10-W2; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-59-P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

[Docket No. RSPA 2002-11270, Notice No. 
02-61 

Safety Advisory: Unauthorized 
Stamping of DOT specification 
Compressed Gas Cylinders 

AGENCY: Research and Special Programs 
Administration. 
ACTION: Safety advisory notice. 

SUMMARY: This is to notify the public 
that RSPA has documented the 
unauthorized stamping of indentations 
in the side walls of high-pressure 
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Sen. 
Sen- 
Sen. 
Sen. 
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Frank Murkowski Alaska State Senator Senate Washington, DC 20510 
l e d  Stevens-----  Alaska State Senator Senate Washington, DC 20510 
Baybxa Boxer California State Senator Senate Washington, DC 20510 
Diane Feinstein California State Senator Senate Washington, DC 20510 
CWito~ph Dodd Connecticut State Senator Senate Washington, DC 20510 
Joseph Lieberman Connecticut State Senator Senate Washington, DC 20510 
Joseph Biden Jr. Delaware State Senator Senate Washington, DC 20510 
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Alabama S K g e x o r  

Delaware State Senator 
Florida State Senator 
Florida State Senator 
Georgia State Senator 
Georgia State Senator 
Hawaii State Senator 
Hawaii State Senator 
Illinois State Senator 
Illinois State Senator 
I n d m S t a t e  Senator 
Indiana State Senator 
Louisiana State Senator 

_____-- 
Maine State Senator 
M a r y k x g t e  Senator 
Maryland State Senator 
Michigan State Senator 

I I I 

Senate Washington, DC 20510 
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RESPONSES TO THE INTERESTED PARTY LETTER AND NOTICE OF INTENT 



DEC-12-2002 14:30 282 267 4536 P.01/05 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

Bryon Ing 
U.S. Coast Guard 
Commandant 
2100 2nd Street. S. 

October 16,2002 

n 
Washington, DC 20593 

Dear Captain 1%: 

Please place our headquarters office at the above address on your mailing list for all 
environmental reports and hearing notices regarding the above-mentioned activity. 
By this letter, we also wish to inform you that the U.S. Coast Guard may need to submit 
a consistency determination to the Califomia Coastal Commission for the proposed 
project. This regulatory requirement arises under Section 307 of the CZMA.' The 
consistency determination is a finding that the proposed activities are consistent to the 
maximum extent practicable with the California Coastal Management Program and 
information necessary to support that conclusion, including an analysis of the project's 
consistency with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. (See 15 CFR 3 930.39 for a full listing of 
the information required). You can view example consistency determinations on the 
Internet at httcdlwvk.coastal.ca.clovffededlfedcndx.html. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (415) 904-5292. 

. -  - _.-- .. " - _  .-.- -- _ . -  

Federal Consistency Staff 

cc: North Coast District Office 

. .  

' 16 U.S.C. Section 1456, with implemcnt&g regulations at I5 :CFR Part 930. 

. .... . :  . .  
, .  I .  
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James E. McGrecvey I 

Governor 

B l a b  nf peto arrstg 
Dcpiutment of Environmental Rotcction 

ofnce of Program Coordfnation 
PO Box 4l8 

Trenton, NJ 086254Mtl3 
Phone 609-292-2662 

tany.schmid~dep.81ate.nl.uS 
Fax 60902924608 

October 21,2002 

Captain Bryon Ing 
Project Manager, Response Boat - Medium 
[I.$. Coast Guard 
Docket Management Facility (USCG Mo2-13482)-& 
US. Department of Transportation 
Room P L 4 1  
400 Seventh Street SW 
Washington, DC 20590-0001 

RE: Replacement of USCG Reponse Boats Medium 
PEAScaping Comments 

Dear Captain Ing: 

The Office cf Program Coordination of the New Jersey Department of 
Environmental Protection (NJDEP) has completed its review of your recent letter 
regarding the preparation of a Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) 
for the replacement of United States Coast Guard (USCG) Response Boats - 
Medium. At this time, we have no comments or mncems regarding the response 
boat replacement project. 

The opfice of Program Coordination coordinates the departmental reviews 
of documents prepared pursuant to the requirements af the National 
Environmentai Pqlicy A d (NEPA). Wease send six copies cf the anplrj'ted PEA 
and any future New Jersey site-specific NEPA documents direcUy to our Ofice to 
insure timely, comprehensive reviews. 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to be part of the scoping process. 

: I  . 
Lawrence Schmidt 
Director 
office of Program Coordination 

"u J t w y  h M &no1 OpporIvnlty Employer 
Recycled Paper 1 



12/20/02 FRI 09:06 FXX 610 649 8675 E2111 PHILADELPHIA 
I 

c-, - MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
1800 Washington Boulevard o Baltimore Maryland 21230-1718 

- I 

MDE (410) 3374120 
I 

@I001 

Poms N. Glendtning 
Governor 

c 
Richard F. Peon  

SccrctPrv 

I November 25,2002 

- Captain Bryon hg 
U.S. Coast Guard 
U . S . Department of Transportation 

Washington DC 20593 
c. 2100 P Street. sw 

- RE: State Application Identifier: MD20021023-1235 
Project: Scoping Prior to Programmatic Environmental Assessment 

Dear Captain Ing: 
c 

Thank you for providing the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) with the opportunity to 
comment on the above-referenced project. Copies of the documents were circulated throughout MDE for 
review, and it has been determined that this project is consistent with MDE's plans, programs and 
objectives. 

I 

Again, thank you for giving MDE the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions or 
need additional information, please feel free to call me at (410) 537-4120. 

I 

I Sincerely, 

Joane D. Mueller 

Technical and Regulatory Services Administration 
U MDE Clearinghouse Coordinator - 

cc: Bob Rosenbush, State Clearinghouse 
.I 

c 

"Together We Can Clean Up '' 
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October 25,2002 

U.S. Depprtmtnt of Transportation 

WasbgteqDC 20593 
21!mZnd~.trw s.w, - _. 

State Application IdcntlfJer: MI120021023-1235 I .  

Rcply Due Date: November 21,2002 
ProJed Dewription: Scophg prior to Programmatic Environmental Assessment for the acquisition, homeport, and operanon of 

reeponsc boats: additional personnel and boat allowances uncertain now 
Project katioo:  Maryland, Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, Puerto Rico, Vugm islands 
Clearingbaurc Contact: Bob Rosenbush 

Dear Captain lng: 

Thank you for submitting your project for hwrgovcmmcntal revkw. Phicipation in the Maryland hergovernmental Review and 
Coardination (MIRC) process helps ensure project cadsistency wth plans, programs, and oblectives of State agencies and local 
g o v e r n " .  MIRC enhances 0ppo"itier for approvd andor funding and " i z e s  delays by resolving issuer before project 
rmplcmentption. 

The following agencies andlor jurisdictieru have been forwarded n copy of your project for their review: The Marvland 
DCDartnlcntS of Housing and C- uniw Develmment Natural Rc.murccs. thc Envuonmmt. the Mawland Military Dcuamncnt; 
and the Marvland DeDaniilent of Plannin~. They have been requested to con1pcc your agency dtrectly by November 18,2002 With 
any comments or concerns and to prow& a copy of those comments to the State Clearinghouse for Iatergove~ntal  Assistance. 
Please be assured that after November 18,2002 all MIRC rcquiremenh ul l l  have been met in accordance with Code of Marylmd 
Regulations (CO?uiAR 14.24.04). Tbc project bas been assigned a unique State Application Identifier that should be wed on all 
documents and correspondence: . 

A "Project Survey" form is enclosed with this letter. Please complete and return it w h n  14 days of the date of this, letter. If you 
need assistance or have queshoru, contact the State Cleirringhousc staff noted above at 410-767-4490 or through e-ma11 at 
brosenbush@mdp state.md.us. Thank you for your cooperation witb rbc MJRC process. 

. , I  . I  

Sincerely, 

. .  

Linda C. la&, J.D,., Director 
Maryland State Clearinghouse for I n t ~ r g o ~ e ~ ~ ~ l '  Assistance 

' 

LCJ:BR 
Enclosk 
CC: , DHCD-OrOsZ+ DNR - Dintamen* MDPC - Tassone* 

Docket Management FLility (USC,G2002- 13482) 
MILT -MartinB 

MDE - Mueller+ 
MDPT - Whitakcr* 

. .  

. .  .I . ' , .' 

301 Vest  w o n  h i t  8 .hi& 1101 &&imrc, Mm&Wd2120?-2305 
Te@bont: 470.767.45W Fax: 410.767.4480 XoiiFm: 7.J77.767.6272 8 nY Usm: Mqhnd Rrhg 

Inkmet UnrMDP.rtatt.mo!ur 



PROJECT SURVEY 

0 Chronlcle of Philanthropy 0 GrantsNet Nonprofit Organlzation Website 

0 Commerce Businsss Daily D Health Grants and Contracts Weekly 0 Previous Grantee 

Would you please take a few moments and tell us the source of information used by your &ICY to apply to 
U.S. Department of Tfansportatlon for this grant and/or service. Please complete this form and retum it to 
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THE 
NAVAJO 
NATION 

KELSEY A. BEGAYE 
PREWMwr 

Captain 
U S Coast Guard 
Project Manager - Response Boat - Medium 

Washington, DC 20593 

Dear Captain Ing: 

--. 2100 2& street, sauthwest 

TAYLOR YoKENZIE. M.D. 
VICE PRLGIDENT 

The Historic Preservation Oepaftment-Trad-al Culture Program (HPD-TCP) is in receipt of ywr 
document regardmg 880 new response boats for the US. Coast Guard, fde code 16475, dated October 
10,2002. 

The HPD-TCP. on behalf lo the Navajo Nation. has no concern' with the proposed prOjecl. 
Furthermore, the Best of Wishes to the US. Coast Guard in protecti the shores of our home, The 
United States of America. Thank you very much for the shield of Freedom and Safety the Guard 
provides. 

In conclusion, the HPD-TCP appreciates the work of the U.S. Coast Guard in msulting the Navajo 
Nation pursuant 36 CFR 600.1 (c)(P)(iii). Should you have questions or require further decisions, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at 928.871.7143, FAX to 928.871.7886, e-mail to 
mac dine@hotmail.com, or submit correspondenceslinquires to the address below. Thank you for 
your time and cooperation. 

sincerely, 

The Navajo Nation blvision of Nalunl Reswmes - Histwic Pmsemtion Department 

MarWyn A. Chee 
Cultural Specialist 
Traditional Culture Program 
Post office B O K  4950 
Window Rock, Arizona 86515 

TCP 02-118 
cc: chrono. 

US. Coast Guard, U.S. Dept. of Transportation 

TOTRL P.05 

mailto:dine@hotmail.com


MESCALERO TRIBE 

kllUMn ---- TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 
I O  I Central Avenue 

P.O. Box 227 
Mescalem, New Mexico 88340 

Phone: 5051464-4494 ext. 179 or 270 
Fax: 5051464-9 I9  I 

Mr. Bryon Ing W P " "  
USDOT-United States Coast Guard 
2100 Td Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20593 

Dear Mr. Ing: 

(X) 
replacement of response boats WILL NOT AFFECT any objects, sites, or locations 
important to our traditional culture or religion. 

The Mescalero Apache Tribe has determined that the proposed PEA for the 

( ) The Mescaleru Apache Tribe has determined that the proposed 

locations important to our traditional culture or religion. We request that the 

on these sites. 

project by 

undertake further consultations to evaluate the effects of the project 

WILL AFFECT objects, sites, or 

In the future, we request that you minimally provide us with the following items to aid in 
our determination: ._ 

1 .  

Cultural Resource SurVey Reports 
Site Forms 
Maps (Both General &d Site Specific) 
Research Designs (If Applicable) 
Data Recovery Plans (If Applicable) 
Photographs 

Thank you for providing the Mescalero Apache Tribe the opportunity to comment on this 
project. We look forward to reviewing and commenting on future USDOT-US Coast 
Guard projects. 

CONCUR: 

. . , 

Donna Stern-McFadden : I ' 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
r ,  

Title 

) -  

COMMENTS : 

. : 5 '  
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Appendix D. USCG Boat Asset Disposal Procedures 

The following describes the disposal process for small boats. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

Once a local unit declares a boat or boats as excess property, the Unit completes a Report of 

Survey. 

The Report of Survey is sent to the Regional Boat Manager. The Regional Boat Manager 

conducts a screening process to determine whether or not the boat/boats.are needed elsewhere 

in that District. 

Once the Regional Boat Manager declares the boat/boats as excess within the District, he/she 

endorses the Report of Survey and sends it to the USCG Boat Manager at Headquarters. The 

USGC Boat Manager conducts a screening process to determine whether any other District is in 

need of the boat/boats. 

If no other District is in need of the boat/boats, the USCG Boat Manager sends the Report of 

Survey to the Decommission Boat Manager stating that the USCG no longer has any interest in 

the boat/boats. The Decommission Boat Manager declares the property as excess government 

p r o p e q  and initiates the GSA Federal Screening Process. 

GSA advertises the boat/boats to other Federal agencies. The Federal Screening Process is a 21- 

day process. If no other government agency is interested in the boat/boats, the status changes 

from excess government property to surplus government property. 

Once the boat/boats are declared surplus government property, they can be claimed by state 

agencies through the State Agency for Surplus Federal Property. Each state has its own State 

Agency for Surplus Federal Property that screens state agencies for eligibrllty to receive donated 

government property. 

If no Federal or state agency is interested, GSA can be dtrected to auction the boat/boats. 
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U.S. Coast Guard Response Boat Acquisitions PEA 

Proposed Action 
Announced in Oct 10 2002 Federal Register Volume 67, Number 197)] [Page 631 89-631 911 

Replace the 41' Utility Boats (UTBs) with 180 Response Boat Medium (RB-Ms) 
Replace non-standard Boats with 700 Response Boat Small (RB-S) 

at 44 Groups/Activities, 186 multi-mission stations, and 24 Marine Safety Offices 
located in multiple locations along the east and west coasts, the 
Gulf of Mexico, the Great Lakes, Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands, 
Alaska, Hawaii and Guam. The PEA will discuss in general that 
additional personnel as well as additional boat allowances may be 
needed at currently unknown locations sometime in the future. However, 
because the numbers of personnel and boats and the time frame for these 
site-specific actions is currently unknown, they will not be discussed 
in detail in this PEA. Any unforeseen new boat allowances and 
additional personnel needed at specific locations will be addressed in 
site-specific follow on National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) 
documentation as necessary. Furthermore, changes to infrastructure are 
frequently a response to homeporting decisions. The PEA will discuss, 
in general, the possibility of infrastructure changes resulting from 
this acquisition. However, detailed analysis of any necessary site- 
specific infrastructure changes will be discussed in follow on NEPA 
documentation as necessary. 

Alternatives 
Only the No Action Alternative is addressed. It is to continue to repair the UTBs and 
to replace them with non-standard boats of various types as they retire. 

Discussion and Interpretation of Data 

208 41' UTBs were built between 1973 and 1980 
49 UTBs have been retired so far 
15 of the retired UTBs were replaced with non-standard Utility Boat mediums (UTMs) 
Some retiring UTBs have been replaced with 47' motor lifeboats (MLBs) 

Therefore, they are replacing the remaining 159 UTBs with 180 RB-Ms 
and replacing an unspecified number of their 500 or so 20-25 ft RIBS, TANBs, and UTLs with 700 RB-Ss 
It appears, therefore, that there will be a 30-100% increase in the total number of small Coast Guard 
watercraft. 

It would normally be expected that this increase in the watercraft inventory would be accompanied 
by an increase in staff, which would, in turn, result in increased commute emissions, as well as an 
increased need for administrational, maintenance and storage facilities, resulting in construction 
emissions and increased heating demand. However, there is no funding or planning for additional 
infrastructure or personnel associated with this Proposed Action. 
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41' UTB 
ref: Dave Wiskochil 202-267-0584 12/12/02 ref: USCG Specification DTCG23-02-R-ARB048 

Engine 
Power 
Fuel 
Fuel Capacity 
Maximum Speed 
Range 
Crew 
Passengers 
Max Weight 

(2) Cummins Model VT903M 
340 HP ea. 
#2 Diesel 
487 gal 
26 knots 
300 nautical mi 

3 
20 

30,000 Ib 

Emission Factors for 41' UTBs 
No applicable emission standard. 
Expected emission rate taken from EPA Nonroad Emissions Model 
version 2.2.0 

Factors as listed in NonRoad Model: 
NOx HC PM co 

g/HP-hr g/HP-hr g/HP-hr g/HP-hr 
8.92 1.26 0.563 1.91 

(Nonroad Model lists factors in units of g/HP-hr) 

Factors converted to g/kW-hr units: 
I NOx HC PM co 1 

g/kW-hr g/kW-hr g/kW-hr g/kW-hr 
11.97 1.69 0.76 2.56 

These values are generally consistant with emission factors from 
other references. 

2 

I I I I I I I I I 

(2) Not Defined 
approx 600 HP ea 
#2 Diesel 

Expect 8 cy1 turbo, around 16 liters (970 CID) 

40 knots 
250 nautical mi 

not defined 

Emission Factors for RB-Ms 
Must meet MARPOL (73/78) Annex VI 
Approx 10.2' g/kW-hr for diesels above 130 kW (1 74 HP) 
(standard varies depending on operating RPM, but it will be 9.8 to 
10.4 for these engines) 
Must meet 40 CFR 94, Marine Compression Ignition Engines 
manufactured after 1 January 2004 for CI engines with 1.2 to 
2.5 liters per cylinder (assumed for this application) 
NOx&HC PM co 
g/kW-hr g/kW-hr g/kW-hr 

7.2 0.2 5 ref: 64 FR 73300 Dec 29 1999 

In order to split the NOx&HC factor into separate NOx and HC 
factors for these estimates, the HC factor was assumed to be 
14% as large as the NOx factor. This is consistant with the 
ratio in of NOx and HC factors for the older engines, and with the 
current EPA nonroad engine emission standards. 

The assumed factors to be used for this analysis are therefore: 
I NOx HC PM co 1 

g/kW-hr g/kW-hr glkW-hr g/kW-hr 
6.32 0.88 0.20 5.00 
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Current Annual Emissions from 41' UTBs 

I I 

Basis and Assumptions: 

1,021,265 gal/yr diesel consumed currently (see note below) 
0.408 Ib/hp-hr BSFC (Nonroad Model) 
0.547 lb/kW-hr BSFC (converted from value above) 

19,300 Btu/lb (AP-42 Table 3.3-1) 
7.1 Ib/gal (typical) 

(note, this BSCF works out to a thermal efficiency of 32%) 

Source for current fuel use value: "Energy Saving Alternatives for 
U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) Boats", Report CG-D-08-01, January 2001. 

1 I I I 1 I 

Projected Annual Emissions from RB-Ms 

1 I I 

Basis and Assumptions: 
Of the 208 41' UTBs built, 49 have been retired, leaving 159 to be 
replaced by RB-Ms. In addition, some of the non-standard UT-Ms 
will likely also be replaced by RB-Ms. There will be a total of 
180 RB-Ms purchased. Therefore, for watercraft in this size 
range, the planned replacement will be between 1 to 1 and 1.1 to 1 

Changes in overall mission and resulting fuel demand for vessels 
in this size category are not yet known. Therefore, for this 
estimate, it will be assumed that the mission demands will be 
approximately 1.1 times existing mission demands for time/distance. 

Modern turbocharged diesel engines achieve thermal efficiencies 
in the range of 35-37%, compared to 32% efficiencies common 
in older diesel engines. Therefore, overall fuel use is assumed 
to be comperable to to current fuel use. 

Using EPA Nonroad Model Emission Factors from previous page: 

Current 41' UTB Emissions 
NOx HC PM co 
tpy tpy tpy tpy 
175 25 11 37 

Projected RB-M Emissions 
I NOx HC PM co I 

tpy tpy tpy tpy 
92 13 3 73 

Conclusion: 
Based on these assumptions and calculations, replacement of the 41' UTB fleet with modern RB-Ms will likely result in 
overall reductions in ozone precursor (NOx ti HC) emissions of approximately 50%. Overall particulate emissions 
are expected to be reduced by approximately 75%. 

Carbon monoxide emissions are expected to increase by approximately 100% (Le. double). However, the environmental 
concern for CO emissions is for highly localized areas around city intersections. CO emissions from watercraft are generally 
not environmental concerns and would not be expected to cause or contribute to any exceedence of ambient air quality standards. 
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Small Response Boat Existing Condition 

NOx HC co PM10 s o x  
g/kW-hr g/kW-hr g/kW-hr g/kW-hr g/kW-hr 

- 14 32 140 10.3 1.2 

Watercraft Inventory g al/yr 
Rigid Inflatable Boats (RIBs) 379 906,033 
21' Trailered Aid to Nav. (TANB) 76 49,506 
24' Utility Boat Large (UTL) 19 86,565 
25' Utility Boat Large (UTL) 25 60,170 

Source: "Energy Saving Alternatives for US. Coast Guard (USCG) 
Boats", Report CG-D-08-01, January 2001. 

499 1,102,274 

g/HP-hr 
5.0 

This calculation assumes that all boats up to 25' are powered by 
gasoline outboard engines, though this has not been confirmed. 

g/HP-hr g/HP-hr I g/HP-hr g/tank glrefuel 
32.4 272 I 7.7 3.0 3.6 

Because this analysis treats the No Action Alternative as being 
equivalent to 'Existing Condition' activities', the motor population. 
used for emission factors for Existing Condition outboard motors 
will be a future-year (CY2004) engine technology population. 
This will result in a more appropriate 'No Action' alternative 
emission estimate. Note that the CY2004 population means the 
type of engines that the Nonroad Model assumes will be in use 
in the year 2004, rather than engines manufactured in 2004. 

NOx 
g/kW-hr 

6.7 

US. EPA Nonroad Emissions Model Version 2.2.0 
Emission Factors for CY2004 Outboard Engine Population 
I NOx I HC I co 1 PMlO I Diurnal HC ]Spillage HCI 

HC co PMlO Diurnal HC Spillage HC 
g/kW-hr g/kW-hr g/kW-hr gltank glrefuel 

43.5 365 10.3 3.0 3.6 

Additional Data for Calculations 
1.3 Ib/hp-hr Brake-Specific Fuel Consumption (Nonroad Model) 

4 
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Small Response Boat Proposed Action 

Outboard motor emission factors assume that current and future 
Coast Guard outboard engines will meet federal 2006 model year 
emission standards for outboard motors (same as California 
2001 -2003 model year standards). This was the specification 
used in recent procurements of Coast Guard 25' MSST boats. 

Federal 2006 Outboard Engine Emission Standard (Ref: 40 CFR 91.104 
NO,&HC (g/kW-hr) = [ 0 . 2 5 ~  (151 + 557/Pi!~"~)]  + 6 

where Ptx = engine rated output in kW 

The emission standard is a NOx+HC standard that is expressed 
by an exponential formula based on the engine horsepower rating. 
For a 200 HP engine, the formula works out to 46 g/kW-hr NOx+HC. 

The ratio of NOx to HC used to allocate this 46 g/kW-hr to 
individual pollutant emission factors is based onthe measured 
emissions from seven Model Year (MY)2002 engine families in the 
140 kW+ (200 HP+) size range that meet California 2001 -2003 
(same as federal 2006) emission standards. The CO factor is based 
on the highest three CO measurements out of the seven engine 
families that meet the standard. 

Emission Factors Used for Future Outboard Motors 

Available references documenting emission factors for outboard 
motors generally provide data for NOx, HC, and CO only. 
For this analysis, PM10 factor for gasoline outboard engines 
from the U.S. EPA Nonroad Model Version 2.2.0 was used. 

The comparision of existing fleet to Proposed Action emission 
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1.74 Ib/kW-hr BSFC (converted from value above) 
20,300 Btu/lb (AP-42 Table 3.3-1) 

6.2 lblgal (typical) 
(note, this BSCF works out to a thermal efficiency of 10%) 

This BSFC value from the model may be appropriate for pleasure boats, 
but patrol boats would be expected to be well-maintained and operate 
at more steady-state throttle settings, resulting in higher efficiency, 
on the order of 20%. 

Modern two-stroke and four-stroke outboard motors achieve thermal 
effiencies of approximately 22-23: 
Lambrecht, Ralph. 2002. "Two-stroke Conventional Wisdom." Boat & Motor Dealer. 
April. 34-37 http://www.boatmotors.com/outboard/outboard_motor-article.htmI 

I 

Therefore, in order to avoid over-estimating emissions from the 
No Action Alternative or Current Condition, the current fuel use is 
converted to kW-hr assuming a thermal efficiency of 20%. 

5 
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factors on the previous page is not an "apples-to-apples" 
comparison. The factors for the Existing Condition are EPAs 
estimates of the Fleet average emission factors in CY2004. 
In contrast, the factors listed for the Proposed Action are the 
highest emissions allowed under federal 2006 outboard engine 
standards. Actual emissions from engines certified vary from 
one engine family to another, but all certified engine emission 
levels are less than the values assumed here. 

Future Activity Assumption 
Future missions and activity levels, overall and at specific locations, 
are not known. The Description of Proposed Action indicates 
that 700 RB-Ss will be purchased. Some unspecified number of 
the existing fleet of 500 RIBs, TANS, and UTLs will be retired. 

As a first approximation, it will be assumed that the overall mission 
changes will result in a doubling of the number of these small 
vessels, with an overall doubling of the demand for time/distance 
and fuel. Fuel use is converted to kW output assuming a 
thermal efficiency of 23%. 

A doubling of the inventory of small watercraft would therefore 
assume that of the existing fleet of 500 RIBs, TAN'S, and UTLs, 
200 would be retired and 300 would be retained. 
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Estimated Emissions - Existing Condition 

ton/yr 
202 

Estimated Emissions - Proposed Action 

ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr 
462 2020 149 0.8 0.2 

Estimated Emissions From 700 RB-S Watercraft 
I NOx I HC I co I PMlO I Diurnal HCI Spillage HC I 

NOx HC co PM10 Diurnal HC Spillage HC 
ton/yr ton/yr tonlyr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr 

60 390 3271 93 0.6 0.1 

NOx HC co PMlO Diurnal HC Spillage HC 
ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr tonlyr ton/yr ton/yr 
238 696 3982 204 1.2 0.2 

Estimated Emissions From 300 RIBs, TANs, and UTLs 
I NOx I HC I co I PMlO I Diurnal HC I Spillage HC I 

ton/yr I ton/yr I ton/yr I ton/yr I ton/yr I ton/yr 
36 I 234 I 1963 I 56 I 0.4 I 0.1 

Conclusion: 
Based on these assumptions and calculations, replacement and suplementation of small response boat fleet with 700 
new RB-Ss could result in significant increases in emissions of all pollutants. However, it should be kept in mind that 
several conservative assumptions were incorporated into these estimates. Also, the overall increase in emissions 
indicated by these estimates would be distributed over several thousand miles of coastline and over 200 different 
Coast Guard Facilities. 

Current Condition Breakdown by Vessel Type for Section 3.4 Text Table: 
I NOx I PM10 1 Diurnal HCISpillage HC( 

Rigid Inflatable Boats (RIBs) 
21' Trailered Aid to Nav. (TAN) 
24' Utility Boat Large (UTL) 
25' Utility Boat Large (UTL) I 3 I 21 I 179 I 5 I 0.03 I 0.01 

60 390 3271 93 0.6 0.1 

I I I I I I I I I 
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APPENDIX F 

This Appendix presents a detailed discussion of noise and its effects on people and the environment. An 

assessment of noise requires a general understanding of how sound is measured and how it affects people 

in the natural environment. The purpose of this appendix is to address public concerns regarding noise 

impacts. 

Section F.l is a general discussion on the properties of noise. Section F.2 summarizes the noise metrics 

discussed throughout this Environmental Assessment (EA). Section F.3 summarizes Land-Use 

Compatibility. 

F.l General 

Noise, often defined as unwanted sound, is one of the most common environmental issues associated 

with aircraft operations. Of  course, aircraft are not the only source of noise in an urban or suburban 

surrounding. Interstate and local roadway traffic, rad, indus td ,  and neighborhood sources also intrude 

on the everyday quality of life. Nevertheless, aircraft are readily identifiable to those affected by their 

noise, and typically are singled out for special attention and criticism. Consequently, aircraft noise 

problems often dominate analyses of environmental impacts. 

Sound is a physical phenomenon, and consists of minute vibrations that travel through a medium, such as 

air, and are sensed by the human ear. The interpretation of that sound as pleasant or unpleasant depends 

largely on the listener’s current activity, past experience, and attitude toward the source of that sound. It 

is often true that one person’s music is another person’s noise. 

The measurement and human perception of sound involves two basic physical characteristics, intensity 

and frequency. The intensity is a measure of the strength or amplitude of the sound vibrations and is 

expressed in terms of sound pressure. The higher the sound pressure, the more energy is carried by the 

sound and the perception of that sound is louder. The second important physical characteristic is sound 

frequency that is the number of times per second the air vibrates or oscillates. Low-frequency sounds are 

characterized as rumbles or roars, while sirens or screeches typify high-frequency sounds 

The loudest sounds that can be detected comfortably by the human ear have intensities that are 

1,000,000,000,000 times larger than those of sounds that can just be detected. Because of this vast range, 

any attempt to represent the intensity of sound using a h e a r  scale becomes very unwieldy. As a result, a 

l o g a r i t h c  unit known as the decibel (dB) is used to represent the intensity of a sound. Such a 

representation is called a sound level. 



Because of the logarithmic nature of the decibel unit, sound levels cannot be added or subtracted directly 

and are somewhat cumbersome to handle mathematically. However, some simple rules of thumb are 

useful in d e a h g  with sound levels. First, if a sound’s intensity is doubled, the sound level increases by 3 

dB, regardless of the initial sound level. For example: 

60 dB + 60 dB = 63 dB, and 

80 dB + 8 0 d B  = 83 dB 

The total sound level produced by two sounds of different levels is usually only shghtly more than the 

hgher of the two. For example: 

60.0 dB + 70.0 dB = 70.4 dB 

Because the addition of sound levels behaves differently than that of ordinary numbers, such addition is 

often referred to as “decibel addition” or “energy addtion.” The latter term arises from the fact that what 

we are really doing when we add decibel values is first converting each decibel value to its corresponding 

acoustic energy, then addmg the energies using the normal rules of addition, and finally converting the 

total energy back to its decibel equivalent. 

An important facet of decibel addition arises later when the concept of time-average sound levels is 

introduced to explain Day-Nrght Average Sound Level (DNL). Because of the logarithmic units, the 

louder levels that occur during the averaging period dominate the time-average sound level. As a simple 

example, consider a sound level whch is 100 dB and lasts for 30 seconds, followed by a sound level of 50 

dB which also lasts for 30 seconds. The time-average sound level over the total 60-second period is 97 

dB, not 75 dB. 

A sound level of 0 dB is approximately the threshold of human hearing and is barely audible under 

extremely quiet listening conditions. Normal speech has a sound level of approximately 60 dB. Sound 

levels above about 120 dB begin to be felt inside the human ear as discomfort and eventually pain at still 

higher levels. 

The minimum change in the time-average sound level of individual events that an average human ear can 

detect is about 3 dB. A change in sound level of about 10 dB is usually perceived by the average person 

as a doubhg  (or halving) of the sound’s loudness, and this relation holds true for loud sounds and for 

quieter sounds. 



c- 

Sound frequency is pitch measured in terms of hertz (Hz). The normal human ear can detect sounds that 

range in frequency from about 20 Hz to about 15,000 Hz. All sounds in this wide range of frequencies, 

however, are not heard equally well by the human ear, which is most sensitive to frequencies in the 1,000 

to 4,000 Hz range. To account for the varied frequency sensitivity of people, we use the A-weighted scale 

that approximates the average, healthy human ear. The A-weighting de-emphasizes the low and hrgh 

frequency portion of the noise signal  and emphasizes the mid-frequency portion. Sound levels measured 

using A-weighting are most properly called A-weighted sound levels, while sound levels measured without 

any frequency weighting are most properly called sound levels. However, since most environmental 

impact analysis documents deal only with A-weighted sound levels, the adjective “A-weighted” is often 

omitted, and A-weighted sound levels are referred to simply as sound levels. In some instances, the 

author will indicate that the levels have been A-weighted by using the abbreviation dBA or dB(A), rather 

than the abbreviation dB, for decibel. As long as the use of A-weighting is understood to be used, there is 

no difference implied by the terms “sound level” and “A-weighted sound level” or by the units dB, dBA, 

and &(A). The A-weighting function de-emphasizes higher and, especially, lower frequencies to which 

humans are less sensitive. Because the A-weighting is closely related to human hearing characteristics, it is 

appropriate to use A-weighted sound levels when assessing potential noise effects on humans and many 

terrestrial wildlife species. In this document, all sound levels are A-weighted and are reported in dB. 

Sound levels do not represent instantaneous measurements but rather averages over short periods of time. 

Two-measurement time-periods are most common - 1 second and 1/8 of a second. A measured sound 

level averaged over 1 second is called a slow response sound level; one averaged over 1/8 of a second is 

called a fast response sound level. Most environmental noise studies use slow response measurements, 

and the adjective “slow response” is usually omitted. It is easy to understand why the proper descriptor 

“slow response A-weighted sound level” is usually shortened to “sound level” in environmental impact 

analysis documents. 

F.2 Noise Metrics 

A “metric” is defined as something “of, involving, or used in measurement.” As used in environmental 

noise analyses, a metric refers to the unit or quantity that measures or represents the effect of noise on 

people. Noise measurements typically have involved a confusing proliferation of noise metrics as 

individual researchers have attempted to understand and represent the effects of noise. As a result, past 

literature describing environmental noise or environmental noise abatement has included many different 

metrics. Recently, however, various federal agencies involved in environmental noise mitigation have 

agreed on common metrics for environmental impact analyses documents, and both the Department of 

Defense (DoD) and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) have specified those which should be 

used for federal aviation noise assessments. These metrics are as follows. 



F.2.1 Maximum Sound Level 

The highest A-weighted sound level measured during a single event in whch the sound level changes 

value as time goes on (e.g., an aircraft ove rkh t )  is called the maximum A-weighted sound level or 

maximum sound level, for short. It is usually abbreviated by ALM, L-X, or LAmax. The typical A- 

weighted levels of common sounds are shown in Figure F-1. The maximum sound level is important in 

judging the interference caused by a noise event with conversation, TV or radio listening, sleep, or other 

common activities. 

F.2.2 Sound Exposure Level 

Individual time-varying noise events have two main characteristics: 1) a sound level whch changes 

throughout the event, and 2) a period of time during which the event is heard. Although the maximum 

sound level, described above, provides some measure of the intrusiveness of the event, it alone does not 

completely describe the total event. The period of time during which the sound is heard is also 

significant. The sound exposure level (abbreviated SEL or ME) combines both of these characteristics 

into a single metric. 

Sound exposure level is a logarithmic measure of the total acoustic energy transmitted to the listener 

during the event. Mathematically, it represents the sound level of the constant sound that in one second 

would generate the same acoustic energy, as did the actual time-varying noise event. For example, since 

aircraft overfltghts usually last longer than one second, the SEL of an overfhght is usually greater than the 

maximum sound level of the overflight. 
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Figure F-1. Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels of Common Sounds 

Sound exposure level is a composite metric that represents both the intensity of a sound and its duration. 

It does not directly represent the sound level heard at any given time, but rather provides a measure of the 

net impact of the entire acoustic event. It has been well established in the scientific community that SEL 

measures this impact much more reliably than just the maximum sound level. Because the SEL and the 

maximum sound level are both A-weighted sound levels expressed in dBs, there is sometimes confusion 

between the two, so'the specific metric used should be clearly stated. 

F.2.3 Day-Nlght Average Sound Level 

Time-average sound levels are the measurements of sound levels that are averaged over a specified length 

of time. These levels provide a measure of the average sound energy during the measurement period. 

For the evaluation of community noise effects, and particularly aircraft noise effects, the day-night average 

sound level (abbreviated DNL or Ldn) is used. Day-night average sound level averages aircraft sound 

levels at a location over a complete 24-hour period, with a IO-dB adjustment added to those noise events 

that take place between 1O:OO p.m. and 7:OO a.m. (local time) the following morning. This 10-dB 



“penalty” represents the added intrusiveness of sounds that occur during n o d  sleeping hours, both 

because of the increased sensitivity to noise during those hours and because ambient sound levels during 

nighttime are typically about 10 dB lower than during daytime hours. 

Ignoring the 10-dB nighttime adjustment for the moment, DNL may be thought of as the continuous A- 

weighted sound level that would be present if all of the variations in sound level that occur over a 24-hour 

period were smoothed out so as to contain the same total sound energy. 

Day-night average sound level provides a single measure of overall noise impact, but does not provide 

specific information on the number of noise events or the individual sound levels that occur during the 

day. For example, a DNL of 65 dB could result from a very few noisy events, or a large number of 

quieter events. 

As noted earlier for SEL, DNL does not represent the sound level heard at any particular time, but rather 

represents the total sound exposure. Scientific studies and social surveys that have been conducted to 

appraise community annoyance to all types of environmental noise have found the DNL to be the best 

measure of that annoyance. Its use is endorsed by the scientific community (American National 

Standards Institute [ANSI] 1980, 1988; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency FPA] 1974; Federal 

Interagency Committee on Urban Noise PICUN] 1980; Federal Interagency Committee on Noise 

[FICON] 1992). 

The results of attitudinal surveys, conducted in dtfferent countries, show a remarkable consistency in the 

percentages of groups of people who express various degrees of annoyance when exposed to dtfferent 

levels of DNL. This is illustrated in Figure F-2, whch summarizes the results of a large number of social 

surveys relating community responses to various types of noises, measured in DNL. 

Figure F-2, taken from Schultz (1978), shows the original curve fit. A more recent study has reaffirmed 

t h s  relationship (Fidell et al. 1991). Figure F-3 shows an updated form of the curve fit (Finegold et al. 

1992) in comparison with the original. The updated fit, which does not differ substantially from the 

original, is the current preferred form. In general, correlation coefficients of 0.85 to 0.95 are found 

between the percentages of groups of people hghly annoyed and the level of average noise exposure. 

The correlation coefficients for the annoyance of indwiduals are relatively low, however, on the order of 

0.5 or less. This is not surprising, considering the varying personal factors that influence the manner in 

which individuals react to noise. Nevertheless, findings substantiate that community annoyance to aircraft 

noise is represented quite reliably using DNL. 
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Figure F-2. Community Surveys of Noise Annoyance 

F.3 Land-Use Compatibility 

As noted above, the inherent variabdity between individuals makes it impossible to predict accurately how 

any individual wilI react to a given noise event. Nevertheless, when a community is considered as a whole, 

its overall reaction to noise can be represented with a high degree of confidence. As described above, the 

best noise exposure metric for this correlation is the DNL. In June 1980, an ad hoc Federal Interagency 

Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN) published guidelines for considering noise in land use planning 

(FICUN 1980). These guidelines related DNL to compatible land uses in urban areas. The committee 

was composed of representatives from the DoD, Department of Transportation, Department of Housing 

and Urban Development; the EPA; and the Veterans Administration. Since the issuance of these 

guidelines, federal agencies have generally adopted these guidelines to make recommendations to the local 

communities on land use compatibilities. 

The FAA included the committee’s guidelines in the Federal Aviation Regulations (Harris 1984). These 

guidelines are reprinted in Table F-1, along with the explanatory notes included in the regulation. 

Although these gudelines are not mandatory (see Notes in Table F-1), they provide the best means for 

evaluating noise impact in alrport communities. In general, residential land uses normally are not 

compatible with outdoor DNL (Ldn values) above 65 dB. The extent of land areas and populations 

exposed to DNL of 65- dB and hgher provides the best means for assessing the noise impacts of 

alternative aircraft actions. 



Table F-l. Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 
with Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level 

YEARLY DAY-NIGHT AVERAGE SOUND LEVELS IN DECIBELS 

LAND USE BELOW 
65 

Residential, other than mobile homes and transient 

Mobile home parks 
lodgings 

Public U s e  
Schools 
Hospitals 8 nutsing homes 
Churches, auditofla, d concert halls 
Gwemment services 
Transportation 
Parking 

Commercial Use 
O f f i i s ,  business. d professional 
Wholesale d retail-building materials, hardware, 

Retail tradegeneral 
Utilities 
Communication 

and farm equipment 

Manufacturing and Production 
Manufacturing, general 
Photographic d optical 
Agriculture (except livestock) d forestry I F  
Livestock farming d breeding Y 
Mining d fishing, resoum production d ertraction Y 

I 
Recreational 1 I 

Outdoor sports arenas d spectator sports 
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters 
Nature exhibits d zoos 
Amusements. parks, resorts. 8 camps 
Golf courses, ridin stables, d water recreation 

Y (Yes) = Land use and related structures compatible without restrictions. 
N (No) = Land use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibit&. 
NLR = Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) to be achieved through incorporation of noise attenuation into the design and 
construction of the structure. 
25 or 30 = Land use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25, 30, or 35 dt? must be incorporated intc 
design and construction of structures. 

(1) Where the communiv determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to achieve outdoor-to-indoor NLR of af 
least 25 and 30 dB should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual approvals. Normal residential ConstNctior 
can be expected to provide an NLR of 20 dB; thus, the reduction requirements often are stated as 5, 10, or 15 dB over standard 
construction and normally assume mechanical ventilation and closed windows year-round. However, the use of NLR criteria will not 
eliminate outdoor noise problems. 
(2) Measures to achieve NLR of 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where the 
public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low. 
(3) Measures to achieve NLR of 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction ofportions of these buildings where the 
public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low. 
(4) Measures to achieve NLR of 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where the 
public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal level is low. 
(5) Land-use compatible. provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed. 
(6) Residential buildings require an NLR of 25 dB. 
(7) Residential buildings require an NLR of 30 dt?. 
18) Residential buildings not permitted. 
Source: USDOT 1984 and FAA 1985 



In 1990, the FICON w a s  formed to review the manner in which aviation noise effects are assessed and 

presented. This group released its report in 1992 and reaffirmed the use of DNL as the best mettic for 

this purpose (FICON 1992). 
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. 
- I .  Protecting our nation’s natural resourcis is one of the Coast ~uard ’s  five stmtegic goals. 

Along with Maritime Safety, Maritime Security, Maritime Mbbility, and National Defense, 
Protection of Natural Resources is one of the basic reasons the taxpayers fund the Coast Guard . 
each year. Hence, it is one of the outcomes to which our entire organizational effort - programs, 
policies, and asscrs - should be dedicated. In our Strategic Plan 1999, I defmled the Protection of 
Naturai Resources Strategic Goals as “the elimination of environmental damage and natural 
resource degradation associated with all maritime activities.” A vital aspect of achieving this 
goal is helping the. nation recover and maintain healthy populations of marine protected species. 
OCEAN STEWARD is our strategic plan for making that happen. 

I 

- 

I 

c 

2. OCEAN STEWARD provides the emphasis operational commanders, training commands, . 
and administrative staffs need to prioritize and execute this increasingly important mission. The 
core idea behind OCEAN STEWARD is the premise that ail of us, as members of the Coast 
Guard; have a responsibility to be good stewards of the ocean. If we adhere to this premise as 
individuals, then the Coast Guard, as an organization, will make great progress toward achieving 
OCEAN STEWARD’S objectives. 

3. As we enter the 21” century, our nation is becoming increasingly concemed about the ocean 
and the state of its living marine resources. Coast Guard leadership in protecting marine species, 
howcver, is nothing mew; i t  !ate back as far as the Fur Seal Act of 1897. The Coast Guard 

guide in this important endeavor. 
remains committed to continuing that STEWARD is your 

End: ( I )  OCEAN STEWARD, 

Dist: CG LAN‘fAKEA (A, Am, Ao), CG PACAREA {P, Pm, Po). CG DISTRICTS (d, In, o), CG 
ACADEMY, CG MSTTTUTE,.CG TRACEN Yorktown, CG TRACEN Cape May, CG TRACEN 
Petaluma, CG PACAREA TRATEAM, CG R F T C  Cape Cod MA, CG RFI’C Charleston SC, CG 
RF’TC New Orleans LA, CG RF7.C Kodiak AK, CG R&DC 



COMMANDANT’S PREAMBLE 

The Coast Guard’s Strategic Plan 1999 states the nation’s waterways and their ecosystems 
are vital to our economy and health. This is why we made the protection of natural 
resources, specifically the elimination of environmental damage and natural resource 
degradation associated with maritime activities, one of our five strategic goals, and made 
enforcing the federal regulations that n=%ult in all living marine resources achieving healthy, 
iustainabie populations one of our performance goals. We already have formal plans in 
place to help us achieve some of these goals, particularly in the areas of pollution response 
and fisheries law enforcement. However, if we are to fully achieve our protection of natural 
resources strategic goal, we must become more involved in the efforts to recover and 
maintain OUT nation’s marine protected species and the habitats on which they depend. 

In recent years, there has been a dramatic increase in public and governmental concern about 
the state of our oceans and their living resources. Evidence of this includes: 

Increasing fishery management measures designed to reduce bycatch of non-targeted 
species, such as turtle excluder devices (TEDs), fixed-net pingers, and bycatch reduction 
devices (BRDs). 
Rising conflicts between advocates for species protection and resource users, such as 
those existing between Steller sea lion protection advocates and Bering SedGulf of 
Alaska pollock fishers, and between northern right whale protection advocates and New 
England fixed gear fishers. 
The recent formation of federal and state government task forces to protect coral reefs, 
northem right whales, Pacific salmon, and other endangered species. 
National Marine Fisheries Service Report to Congress (1999) concluding, of the 230 
stocks for which the status can be determined, 98 are overfished and five are approaching 
overfished - an increase from 86 overfished stocks in 1997 and 90 in 1998. 
Fisheries closures and restrictions in the Gulf of Maine and the West Coast that have had 
a devastating economic impact on groundfish fleets. 
Increasing litigation against government agencies (including the Coast Guard) by 
organizations trying to influence marine resource management policy. 
Funding for the Lands Legacy Initiative, which included $27 million to protect ocean and 
coastal resources in FY 2000 and a request for $266 million for FY 2001. 
The recent signing, by President Clinton, of Executive Order 13158, strengthening and 
expanding the nation’s system of marine protected areas (WAS). 

The Coast Guard already has effective, coordinated strategies for enforcing our nation’s 
fisheries management regulations, protecting the marine environment from oil pollution, and 
responding to maritime disasters. However, our approach to marine protected species 
( M P S ) ,  specifically those species and geographic areas that are protected under the 
Endangered Species Act, the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the National Marine 
Sanctuaries Act, or similar regulations or executive orders, is less clearly defined. Problems 
resulting from this include: 

Initial delay in establishing a coordinated plan for accomplishing assigned Atlantic 
Protected Living Marine Resources Initiative (APLMRI) tasks. 

Enclosure (1) 



Difficulty in addressing potential conflicts between high-speed craft and marine 
protected species in New England. 
Low funding priority for funding assessments to address the impact Coast Guard 
operations have on marine protected species throughout the Pacific k e a .  
Inconsistency in handling cross-directorate M P S  issues such as working with the 
National Marine Fisheries Service ("MIS) and the'U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) on marine mammal protection initiatives and responding to the Coral Reef 
Initiative (Executive Order 13089). 
Working level frustration with lack of guidance for dealing with endangered species 
lawsuits, creation of Memorandums of Understanding (h4OU) with NMFS, potential 
regulation of high-speed craft and whale watch industry vessels, and other M P S  issues. 

A robust ocean environment is essential to our nation's prosperity, and healthy populations 
of marine protected species are essential to maintaining a robust ocean environment. Just as 
protecting our water and air became top national priorities during the last decades of the 20th 
century, protecting our oceans is becoming a top priority of the 21" century. In the coming 
years, the nation will look for leaders to exercise responsible stewardship of our ocean 
resources. The Coast Guard is stepping forward and embracing this role, it is one of the 
most important roles we will ever undertake. 

2 



OCEAN STEWARD PURPOSE 

- 
Eliminate environmenfal damage and natural resource 

degradation associated with all maritime activities 
- 

The purpose of Ocean Steward is to help the Coast Guard achieve its strategic goal 
Protection of Natural Resources and its performance goal of enforcing federal regulations 
that result in all living marine resources achieving healthy, sustainable populations. Ocean 
Steward provides a clearly defined strategy for our role in helping the nation recover and 
maintain healthy populations of marine protected species; it captures the things we are 
already doing and provides a comprehensive list of objectives we can achieve if we are 
provided the necessary resources. Ocean Steward complements our fisheries enforcement 
strategic plan, Ocean Guardian. Together, Ocean Steward and Ocean Guardian provide a 
roadmap for the Coast Guard’s efforts in ensuring our nation’s waterways and their 
ecosystems remain productive by protecting all OUT nation’s living marine resources from 
degradation. 

- 

COAST GUARD STRATEGIC GOAL: PROTECTION OF . 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

The nation’s waterways and their ecosystem are vital to our economy and health. If the 
United States is to enjoy a rich, diverse and sustainable ocean environment, then we must 
halt the degradation of our ocean’s natural resources associated with maritime activities. 
This includes ensuring our country’s marine protected species are provided the protection 
necessary to help their populations recover to healthy, sustainable levels. Providing 
adequate protection will require the United States to enact and enforce a wide range of 
regulations to govern marine resource management and use. Ocean Steward will enable the 
Coast Guard, as the nation’s primary at sea law enforcement agency, to develop and enforce 
those regulations necessary to help recover and maintain our country’s marine protected 
species. Moreover, O c e k  Steward will ensure the Coast Guard is viewed as a leader in 
regional, national and international efforts to protect the nation’s marine ecosystems. 

OCEAN STEWARD VISION STATEMENT 

The Coast Guard will be a leader in fhe effort to recover 
and mainfain our nation‘s marine protected species 

I I 
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OCEAN STEWARD MISSION STATEMENT 

We will enforce and comply with marine profected 
species regulations, work with other agencies and 
. organizations to develop appropriate regulations 

for marine protected species recovery, and publicize 
our efforts to gain the support and resources necessary 

to fully implement Ocean Steward 

The Coast Guard will implement a formal M P S  strategy, Ocean Steward, with a clear, 
focused vision. We will educate and train our members to make certain every individual 
understands that stewardship of the ocean environment is a fundamental part of their duty. 
We will use existing enforcement authorities, and seek new authorities as necessary, to help 
reduce the risks of extinction and recover marine protected species populations. We will 
conduct our own operations so as to minimize our impact on marine protected species. We 
will assess the impact on marine protected species when developing both internal and 
external regulations and policies. We will work closely with other federal, state and local 
governments, as well as environmental and research organizations, to carry out the nation’s 
M P S  policies. We will inform the public of both the importance of the mission and the ways 
in which they can help lessen the impact of human activities on marine protected species. 
We will widely publicize our strategy and results to inform policymakers and the public of 
the value of our M P S  efforts. 

GUIDING PRINCIPLE 

We are Sfewards of  the Ocean 

The guiding principle behind Ocean Steward is instilling in every member of the Coast 
Guard the belief that each individual is a steward of the ocean. This concept must be 
promoted throughout the entire organization. Our training commands - Training Center 
Cape May, the Coast Guard Academy, Training Center Yorktown, Training Center 
Petaluma, and the Regional Fisheries Training Centers - should produce graduates who 
understand and believe preservation of marine protected species is a fundamental Coast 
Guard responsibility. Our boarding officers and marine inspectors should know, and want to 
know, what marine protected species exist in their AORs, the regulations that exist to protect 
them, and how his or her actions can promote species recovery. Our operations and marine 
safety units should know, and want t o  know, the concerns of federal, state and local officials, 
and should work cooperatively with them. Our stations, cutters and marine safety offices 
should distribute appropriate educational literature. At every opportunity Coast Guard 
personnel should let the public know we are on watch protecting their oceans and 
waterways, and inform them of what they can do to help eliminate the degradation of natural 
resources associated with maritime activities. Our deck watch officers, aircrews and 
coxswains should be able to recognize the marine protected species they are likely to 

. 
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encounter and report sightings to interested organizations. Our staff officers and port 
operations personnel should ensure, and want to ensure, recovery of marine protected 
species is taken into account when making policy decisions, and they should prioritize the 
workloads of their personnel to reflect this emphasis. In short, every member of the Coast 
Guard must think of himself or herself as a steward of the ocean. Committing to that, both 
organizationally and individually, we will enable us to reach our overarching Protection of 
Natural Resources strategic goal. 

OCEAN STEWARD STRATEGIES 

Raise the Profrle of the M P S  Mission: We will raise the profile of the IvPS mission to the 
status of missions such as maritime drug interdiction, marine pollution prevention and 
fisheries enforcement. 

Obtain Necessary Resources and Authorities: We will prioritize existing resources, use 
existing authorities, and seek additional resources and authorities as necessary to implement 
Ocean Steward. 

Partner with Other Agencies: We will work closely with other agencies and organizations 
involved in the preservation and recovery of marine protected species to eliminate 
redundancy, and provide a clear link between enforcement and management. 

Publicize Our E,fforts: We will stress the importance of the Coast Guard’s role as part of a 
comprehensive management scheme and highlight our successful efforts to the public. 

Each of these strategies contains sets of near, mid, and long-term objectives. Near-term 
objectives are those that can be achieved without a major reallocation of resources. Mid- 
term objectives require addition resources or a significant reallocation of resources. Long- 
term objectives are those objectives that will require institutional changes such as seeking 
additional authorities or creation of program offices. 

STRATEGY: RAISE THE PROFILE OF THE MPS MISSION 

I. DISCUSSION 

If the Coast Guard is to be truly committed to protecting the ocean and its resources, 
then, in the eyes of our own people, recovery of marine protected species must be just as 
important as traditional missions such as maritime drug interdiction, marine pollution 
prevention, and fisheries enforcement. We must go beyond development of single 
initiatives in response to pressure or crisis. We should approach M F S  issues with the 
same proactive, integrated, long-tenn strategy we use for addressing counterdrug 
operations, fisheries law enforcement, and commercial vessel safety. Every member of 
the Coast Guard must know it is part of our job to help recover and maintain our marine 
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4) Identify ways to increase CG Auxiliary participation in M P S  mission. G-0  . 
5 )  Identi@ ways to increase focus on M P S  issues in Sea Partners program. 
6) Measure the effectiveness of current M P S  initiatives such as compliance 

with the Mandatory Ship Reporting System (MSR) and manatee speed 
zone regulations. 

create a CG network for information flow on ME'S issues. 

G-M 
G-0  

7) Designate M P S  points of contact (POC) at HQ/Areas/Districts, and G-O/Areas/ 
Districts 

- 
. . .  . _... .. 

1) Increase Endangered Species Act/Marine Mammal Protection Act 

2) Ensure current and potential M P S  missions (patrol of remote coral reefs, 
enforcement pulse ops during critical seasons. 

protected species, just as they h o w  it is our job to rescue those in distress. If we 
understand this concept individually, we will certainly convey that image 
ixganizationally . 

G-O/Areas/ 
Districts 
G-0  

2. KEY OBJECTIVES 

a. NearTerm 

I 1) Incorporate M P S  issues into CG performance planning. 

2) Develop Area and District M P S  operating and enforcement guidance. 

3) Emphasize area specific M P S  issues in the curriculum of all 5 Regional 
Fisheries Trainine: Centers IRFTC). 

G-CCS 

Districts 
I I 

b. MidTerm 

I removal of derelict fishing gear, assisting in disentanglement of whales,. I I 
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1) 
2) 

Create HQ cross-directorate M P S  office. 
Incorporate MPS questions into Servicewide Examinations. 

3)  Add M P S  material to appropriate A School curricula (e.g., BM, QM, and 
MST). 

Officer Course, Boarding Team Member Course, and Marine Safety 
Pettv Officer Course>. 

4) Add M P S  material to appropriate C School curricula (e.g., Boarding . 

STRATEGY: OBTAIN NECESSARY RESOURCES AND AUTHORITIES 

G-WG-0 
G-W 
G-W 

G-W 

I .  DISCUSSION 

1) Request funding for implementation of Ocean Steward through annual 

2) Include resource hour requests for implementation of Ocean Steward in 
input to the annual Operational Guidance letter. 

3 )  Assess the need for more enforcement authority to protect resources of 

budgeting and resource allocation processes. 

various marine protected areas and sanctuaries. 
4) Monitor and evaluate effectiveness of the Mandatory Ship Reporting 

System (MSR). 
5) Monitor R&D efforts to develop new technologies for marine mammal 

detection and avoidance in order to plan for possible acquisition of 
feasible technologies. 

As national sentiment builds for increasing the protection of our oceans, the Coast Guard 
should be at the top of the list of agencies that the public demands to be adequately fhded .  
We should reinforce this by documenting our need for, and requesting, the additional 
resources required to meet the increasing enforcement and regulatory demands in the oceans 
environment. The public must view the Coast Guard as a leader in preserving OUT oceans 
and their protected species. When it is the right thing to do, we should seek to expand our 
enforcement and regulatory roles, and not shy away for fear of acquiring additional mandates 
or becoming the target of legal action. If we can be leaders in maritime search and rescue, 
drug interdiction and pollution prevention, then we can also become leaders in the recovery 
of marine protected species. 

G-I/G-M/ 

G-O/Areas 

G-UG-W 

G-O/G- 

G-0 
G-M/G-0 

G-O/G-S 

2. KEY OBJECTIVES 
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1) Develop better measures of effectiveness for M P S  enforcement efforts. 
2) Support Resource Proposals that address requirements for M P S  

3) Allocate resources required to implement Ocean Steward in the annual 

4) Propose statutory changes and new regulations to improve CG ability to 

activities. 

Operational Guidance letter. 

support the nation’s M P S  objectives. 

- 
. . . . . . . - - 

G-0 
G-CCS 

G-0  

G-UG-M/ 
G - 0  

b. MidTerm 

1) Consider seeking expanded authority for regulation of vessels in order to 
protect marine protected species. 

G-UG-M/ 
G - 0  

STRATEGY: PARTNER WITH OTHER AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

I. DISCUSSION 

Our leadership should seek opportunities to help recover and maintain the nation’s marine 
protected species (MPS) by working more closely with the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOM), the National Marine Fisheries Service, the National 
Marine Sanctuaries (NMS), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Department of State, the 
Department of Defense, state and local governments, non-govemmental organizations, 
industry, research institutions, and international organizations. We should partner with 
concemed agencies and organizations to ensure M P S  issues are considered whenever 
agencies propose new regulations. We should work closely with N O M ,  NMFS, the NMS, 
state and local governments, and international organizations to ensure we are doing all we 
can to provide enforcement for various marine protected areas, and to assist them with their 
education and outreach initiatives. We should reach out to other management agencies and 
research institutions to assist in providing the data needed to answer important questions 
about marine protected species. 
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2.. KEY OBJECTIVES 

1) Maximize assistance to NMFS in investigation and prosecution of 
protected MPS incidents. 

vessel traffic management, and bycatch reduction. 
2) Work closely with NMFS on M P S  issues such as fishing gear conflicts, 

3) Work closely with the Navy to monitor research and development efforts 

a. NearTerm 

G-0 

G-WG-0 

G-O/G-C 
to use acoustics for tracking and avoiding endangered whales. 

4) Use MOUs, as appropriate, to define relations with the National Marine G-UG-M/ 
I Sanctuaries and other marine Drotected areas. I G-0 I 

5 )  Engage other agencies in a discussion of remote marine protected areas. . 

forces (e.g., the Coral Reef Task Force, the Manatee Recovery Team, and 
6) Increase our role in federal and international recovery teams and task 

G-WG-0 
G-WG-0 

Right Whale Recovery Plan Implementation Teams). 

CG f i s h e r i e M S  Datrols. 
7) Emphasize ship-riding opportunities for NMFS and NMS persbnnel on G-0 

~ 

1) Establish a senior officer liaison billet to NOAA to increase CG input G-WG-0 
and interaction in developing M P S  issues and regulations. 

2) Establish a senior officer liaison billet to Council on Environmental G-WG-0 

I students to experience CG fisheries and M P S  operations. 

Quality (CEQ). 
3) Create opportunities for undergraduatdgraduate level marine affairs 

c. Longterm 

I 1) Consider engaging other agencies in joint rulemaking for MPS I G-UG-M 

G - 0  

I regulations. 

STRATEGY: PUBLICIZE OUR EFFORTS 

1 

I. DISCUSSION' . 

The Coast Guard already has many marine protected species success stories to tell. We are 
partnering with the USFWS to educate the boating public and reduce manatee deaths by 
enforcing speed zone regulations in Florida. We are working closely with NMFS and 
environmental ,agencies to help protect the highly endangered northern right whale. In 
Hawaii, we remove tons of derelict fishing nets from coral reefs that are critical habitat of 
the endangered Hawaiian monk seal. Conducting this work, however, is only half of the job. 
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If the public is to perceive us as stewards of the ocean, then we must highlight our efforts 
and successes to the press and the public at every opportunity. Local units need to let 
communities h o w  what we are doing to protect their waters. Districts should emphasize the 
importance of our M P S  mission in maintaining healthy, sustainable ecosystems. Area and 
Headquarters staffs must cultivate relationships with the press, civic leaders, stakeholders 
and legislators to ensure they axe aware of the valuable work the Coast Guard is doing. The 
public must recognize we are the nation's most valuable maritime asset in the effort to 
protect and sustain our oceans and their resources. The more we are seen taking positive, 
decisive action and producing good results, the more the public will demand we be properly 
resourced to perform this vital mission. 

1) Maximize publicity of cooperative MPS efforts with federal and state 
agencies and non-governmental organizations. 
Maximize publicity of Sea Partners M P S  initiatives. 2) 

3) Use inspections and examinations as opportunities to provide M P S  

2. KEY OBJECTIVES 

G-UG-U 
G-WG-0 
G-I/G-M 
G-WG-0 

1) Use publicity to generate interest in, and develop ideas for, future marine 
environment cleanups and other initiatives. 

2) 
3) 

Optimize publicity of CG role in M P S  task forces. 
Maximize publicity of CG Auxiliary public education efforts in M P S  

. identification, sensitivity, and avoidance measures. 

1 information packages to vessels. I 

G-I 

- G-I 
G-YG-0 

. 1) Develop an interactive forum for public comment and ideas regarding 
MPS protection. 

2) Raise the profile of the MPS mission to attract recruits with interest in 
environmental issues. 

G-I 

G-W - 
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APPENDIX H 

ATLANTIC PROTECTED LIVING MARINE RESOURCES INITIATIVE 
(EXCERPT FROM FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT) 



Chapter 3 - Altemative Actions 

The USCG’s participation with NMFS and other agencies in enforcement of provisions of the following 
Federal statutes would continue. 

The Marine Mammal Protection Act (16 USC 13 6 1, et seq.) 
The Endangered Species Act (1 6 USC 1536, et seq.) 
The Whaling Convention Act (1 6 USC, 9 16, et seq.) 
The Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1986, as amended (16 USC 1801, er 
w.1 

The USCG actively participates in enforcement of other Federal and international regulations that deal 
.with protection of threatened or endangered species of marine animals and their critical habitats. 
Continued enforcement of these regulations results in numerous benefits for living marine resources. 

In addition to the protective measures described above, the USCG would use current guidance for safe 
speed as described in the Inland and International Rules. Under these rules, “safe speed” is defmed as 
“every vessel shall at all times proceed at a safe speed so that she can take proper and effective action to 
avoid collision and be stopped within a distance appropriate to the prevailing circumstances”. In 
determining “safe speed,” mariners use the following factors: (1) the state of visibility; (2) the traffic 
density; (3) the maneuverability of the vessel with special reference to stopping distance and tuming ability 
in the prevailing conditions; (4) the presence of background light at night, such as fiom shore lights or 
fiom backscatter; ( 5 )  the state of the wind, sea, and currents, and the proximity of hazards; and (6) the draft 
in relation to the available depth of water. This guidance directs mariners to adjust speeds to accommodate . 
hazards that they may encounter during the course of operation. The guidance emphasizes that whales, just , 

like other hazards, require course and speed adjustments. 

As described above, the USCG, under the No Action Alternative, would continue with current efforts to 
protect the marine environment. However, the No Action Alternative does not include a coordinated effort 
between all organizational components and across all Area and District areas of responsibility (AOR) to 
oversee and direct activities to protect the marine environment. In addition, the No Action Alternative 
does not have the organizational structure to evaluate and implement new limits on vessel and aircraft 
movements nor would a formal Conservation Program be adopted. Observations of protected species 
would be reported and individual animals would be avoided, but without any regimen or protocol to 
maximize effectiveness. Given the requirement for the USCG to effectively comply with all environmental 
laws, determine how it will respond to the July 1996 Biological Opinion (BO), and enhance its compliance 
with MOUs designed to encourage USCG protection of endangered species and marine mammals, theNo 
Action alternative is not practical or reasonable. Nevertheless, the No Action alternative is analyzed & this 
DEIS to serve as a baseline that will allow decision makers and the public to compare the environmental 
effects of the No Action Alternative with the other alternatives. 

. 

3.2 Preferred Alternative: Adoption and Implementation of 
the USCG Atlantic Protected Living Marine Resources Initiative 

The Prefened Alternative is the adoption of a formal USCG Atlantic Protected Living Marine Resources 
Initiative (the Initiative) which has two main components: the lntemal Program and the Conservation 
Program. The Initiative is a mitigation plan that is composed of individual elements to protect and 
conserve living marine resources more effectively. The Preferred Alternative is an “umbrella” pr0gia.m that 
encompasses all organizational components of the USCG. The proposed undertakings are developed from 
recommendations in the Biological Opinions (BO) issued by NMFS in September 1995 and July 1996, the 
September 1995 USCG EA, and the comments received in response to the EA and DEIS. The 
implementation of the Initiative would enable the USCG to more effectively comply with environmental 
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laws and to fulfill the commitments made in MOUs while effectively hlfilling USCG missiohs. 
Beginning on 1 January 1997, the.USCG would provide an annual progress report to jurisdictional 
agencies (e.g., NMFS) on implementing the Initiative. 

3.2.1 Internal Program 

The USCG Intemal Program is the first part of the proposed Initiative. This program consists of two 
distinct elements: operational directives and operating procedures. 

Operational Directives 

The Lntemal Program would use USCG directives to establish USCG policy and procedures that support 
the Conservation Program and protect living marine resources. 

A USCG directive is a written communication that initiates or governs action, conduct or procedure. 
Directives promote consistency, continuity, planning, understanding, and teamwork, and ensure that 
delegation of authority is followed. Often, Districts will issue regionally appropriate directives to 
implement USCG policy or general procedure contained in a directive issued fiom USCG Headquarters. 
Within the USCG, directives are issued to do the following: 

Establish policy, 
Prescribe a method or procedure, 
Establish standards of conduct, 
Establish or change organizational structure, 
Delegate authority, 
Assign responsibility, 
Establish a form or report, or 
Revise, supplement or cancel a directive. 

USCG directives can come in’ several different forms such as circulars, notices, instructions, regulations, 
orders, and handbooks. Each type of directive is designed for a particular situation. For example, an 
‘‘Instruction” is a directive prescribing authority andor containing infohation with continuing reference 
value or that requires continuing action. An instruction remains in effect until it is replaced or canceled by 
the originator or higher authority. A ‘Wotice”, while it has the same force as an Instruction, is a direcfive 
of a one time or brief nature which has a self canceling provision. 

Under the Preferred Alternative, USCG Atlantic Area (LANTAREA) and District commands would use 
the Commandant Instruction on Protected Living Marine Resources Program as the basis for developing 
operatkg procedures for their respective areas and units (Appendix I). The Commandant’s Instruction on 
the Protected Living Marine Resources Program (PLMRP) would be formally issued because it will 
provide all USCG commands with a written communication that initiates or governs action, conduct, or 
procedures, and it prescribes authority, contains information with continuing reference value, and requires 
continuing action. As an instruction, it would remain in effect until it is replaced or canceled by the 
Commandant. The USCG Atlantic Area (LANTAREA) and District Commanders would use this 
lnstruction as the basis for the development of more specific operational directives for their respective 
areas and units discussed in the following paragraphs. 
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The interim protection programs currently in effect in the USCG Atlantic Coast Districts in the form of 
District Law Enforcement Bulletins (LEBs) and Instructions (see Appendices J and K ) would be revised 
and adopted into formal Marine Mammal and Endangered Species Act Protection Programs for the 
Atlantic Coast area Districts (First, Fifth, and Seventh) and the LANTAREA. Guidelines developed for 
these programs would include requirements to provide (1) a description of areas of special interest, 
including designated critical habitat and marine sanctuaries (note: Environmental Sensitivity Index Maps 
have been developed by NOAA, USCG and/or cognizant state agencies for Area Contingency Plans, and 
are available at all USCG Marine Safety Offices), (2) enforcement procedures, (3) marine animal stranding 
response protocols, (4) operational control (OPCON) and monitoring responsibilities, and ( 5 )  procedures ‘ 
for the disposition of dead or injured protected species. Standardized forms for reporting boat collisions 
with marine animals, or entangled turtles or whales would be included, as well as the names and telephone 
numbers for stranding network personnel. Additionally, where USCG units assist in the salvage, rescue, or 
disposal of a marine mammal, they would be required to submit a letter report to the USFWS and/or 
NMFS with a copy to the appropriate District. LANTAREA and the Districts would conduct annual 
verification and updating of USCG procedures related to stranding and phone contacts at NMFS regional 
offices and stranding networks. 

The USCG would complete and implement a Commandant Notice addressing “Endangered Species Act 
and Marine Mammal Protection Act Consultation on Response Activities”. This Notice will require 
consultation with USFWS or NMFS when pollution response activities could affect species protected by 
ESA and/or MMPA, and will require changes to Area Contingency Plans to include special spill-response 
protocols to be used when operating in critical habitats or in proximity to where the spill has the potential . 
to impact a potential resource. This Notice will apply to all USCG units including those in LANTAREA.. 

Enforcement 

As reflected in the LEBs and Instructions, the USCG’would refocus its enforcement of the ESA and the 
MMPA by formally adopting the enforcement guidance described in the First District Instruction, dated 
1 July 1996, Prohibitions and Enforcement, section 2 (pages 7 through IO), the Fifth District LEB 20-96, 
section C, part 2 (pages 8 through lo), and the Seventh District Instruction 16214.5, dated 14 April 1995, 
section 6 (pages 6 through 8).  This enforcement guidance would apply to the Atlantic Coast area Districts 
(Firs5 Fifth, and Seventh) and the LANTAREA. In addition, these USCG Districts and LANTAREA 
would intensify their efforts to protect threatened and endangered species by engaging in “pulse 
operations” that focus enforcement activities on times when waterways are most heavily used (e.g., holiday 
weekends when recreational boating increases). Pulse operations would be conducted based upon the 
availability of USCG resources. The availability would be determined by the Area and District 
Commanders and their staffs (e.g., pulse operations focusing on ESA and MMPA enforcement might not 
be feasible while USCG resources are responding to emergencies such as the recent TWA flight 800 crash, 
a major spill such as the recent oil spill off Rhode Island, or during periods of increased illegal migration 
such as the Muriel boatlift from Cuba). 

The USCG would formally implement the interim protective measure developed in the LEBs and 
Instructions and continue enhanced enforcement of the ESA and MMPA. USCG units would b e  directed 
to target significant violators or those vessel operators that act in a manner that may result in injury or 
harassment of protected species (Appendices J and K ). Educating the public about proper boat handlirig 
techniques around whales, sea turtles, and manatees would be a fundamental part of the USCG-enhanced 
compliance efforts. Education would be conducted during outreach programs, such as boat safety training 
courses. 
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Lookouts 

Standard operating procedures aboard USCG vessels include posting a lookout and identifying and 
avoiding objects in the water. This measure ensures the safety of the crew, minimizes potential vessel 
damage, and protects wildlife in the area. Operational directives to USCG vessels would be revised to 
specify that lookouts who have successfully completed marine mammal training would be posted during all 
emergency and non-emergency USCG transits made within 20 nm of shore. For example, trained lookouts 
would be posted during transits in all seasonal high-use areas; areas of known whale concentrations; and 
critical habitats in Cape Cod Bay, the Great South Channel, and in the calving grounds off the Florida 
coast and other special areas off Florida and Georgia that are delineated in the conservation 
recommendations of the 15 September 1995 BO. Exceptions would be made during periods of low 
visibility (e.g., dense fog or night travel) when posting a lookout would be ineffective. Operational 
directives to USCG operational commanders would be revised to clearly state that marine mammal training 
is applicable to bridge watch personnel and boat crews. 

Training 

To obtain NMFS curriculum certification, the USCG would provide NMFS with the current classroom 
marine mammal identification training course (Appendix L). After obtaining certification, the Districts 
would use the course to train lookouts and the USCG would work with NMFS to provide copies to 
interested organizations, agencies, and individuals. It is expected that training of all lookouts would be 
completed within one year of curriculum certification. 

The USCG would work with NMFS, USFWS, and the established Recovery Plan Implementation Team 
for each species to develop and implement a field training program that would augment the classroom 
marine mammal training course. Spotting whales, manatees, and turtles, and maneuvering around them is 
an acquired skill that is developed through education and experience. Periods of normal onboard duty 
would be used to conduct field training for sighting techniques, identification, and common behavioral 
patterns of endangered whales and other species as they are encountered during operations. Cross-agency 
training programs would also help to increase awareness of the marine environment and its inhabitants. In 
turn, wildlife observation skills would be enhanced and potential for collisions with wildlife would be 
minimized. 

The USCG would train VTS and Group personnel regarding endangered species in their AOR SO that 
USCG personnel can issue, in a timely manner, NAVTEX and Notices to Mariners when sightings of 
endangered species are reported in addition to the standard notices described in the No Action Altemative. 
This training would require a detailed NMFSdeveloped protocol and information on which species pose a 
risk of collision or require exclusion zones. 

Speed 

Operational directives to USCG vessel commanding officers and coxswains have been revised - as 
interim protective measures - to clearly state that, for nonemergency transits, a speed standard would be 
followed. Lmplementation of the Initiative would formally adopt this protective measure. During non- 
emergency operations, vessels transiting critical habitats, high-use areas, and migratory routes would use a 
speed that allows the lookout to se? and report whales and other endangered or threatened species in a . 

timely manner to allow the vessel to vary course and speed to reduce the potential for a strike. If a whale is 
spotted, USCG vessels would avoid approaching the whale, and would utilize a speed and course 

~~ 
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necessary to permit the vessel to open the distance from the whale or to allow the whale to successfully 
evade the vessel. Observations by researchers have indicated that right whales can travel at speeds of 5 kt, 
thus, vessel speeds of 5 kt or less could allow a right whale to successfully evade a vessel. Unless and until 
another whale species is positively identified, the USCG would treat any large whale sighted as a right 
whale. 

The operational guidance for vessels should use language that mariners are familiar with, understand, and 
accept by convention. In Inland and International Rules, “safe speed” is defined as ‘‘every vessel shall at all 
times proceed at a safe speed so that she can take proper and effective action to avoid collision and be 
stopped within a distance appropriate to the prevailing circumstances.” In determining “safe speed,” 
marinen use the following factors: (1) the state of visibility; (2) the traffic density; (3) the maneuverability 
of the vessel with special reference to stopping distance and turning ability in the prevailing conditions; (4) 
the presence of background light at night, such as from shore lights or from backscatter; ( 5 )  the state of the 
wind, sea, current, and the proximity of hazards; and (6) the draft in relation to the available depth of 
water. The guidance should also reflect that mariners recognize that speeds must be adjusted to 
accommodate hazards that they may encounter during the course of operation. The guidance emphasizes 
that whales, just like other hazards, require course and speed adjustments that may include reducing speed. 
Terms such as ‘‘slow safe speed” and “slowest safe speed,” which arc used in the BO, have been 
interpreted for USCG vessel operators (Appendix T)  as an interim protective measure who, like other U.S. 
and foreign-flag mariners, must operate their vessels following the International Rules or Inland Rules. 
Practical impediments to using specific speed limits include the fact that the “clutch-in speed” of vessels 
varies. For example, most 1 1 0 4  USCG patrol boats “clutch in” at 9 knots. For this reason, a safe speed 
standard, rather than a strict nautical-mile-per-hour standard, is appropriate. 

. 

In response to the 22 July 1996 BO, the USCG worked with NMFS to develop appropriate speed guidance 
to comply with that portion of the reasonable and prudent alternative that addresses speed and issued that 
guidance on 15 August 1996. The USCG interim vessel speed guidance which was issued on 15 August 
1996 is as follows: To avoid a collision with a whale during the c o m e  of normal operations, USCG 
vessels transiting critical habitat, migratory routes and high-we areas shall use extreme caution, be alert, 
and reduce speeds, as appropriate. Appropriate reduced speeds should be based on the factors identified in 
Rule.6 (Safe Speed) of the IntemationaMnland Navigation Rules (COMDTINST M16672.2C). Additional 
reductions in speed should be considered when a whale‘is sighted or known to be in the immediate vicinity 
or within 5 nm of the vessel. In these situations, vessels shall use those courses and speeds as appropriate, 
yet navigationally prudent, to avoid a collision with a whale, cle& the area and, if necessary, reduce speed 
to the minimum at which the vessel can be kept on course or come to all stop (Appendix T). 

Approach Distance 

Until such time as NMFS can establish a detailed protocol regarding approaches to whales, operational 
directives developed as an interim protective measure in response to the 22 July 1996 BO specify that 
USCG vessels would maintain a safe minimum distance of 500 yd fiom right whales. In addition, unless 
another whale species is positively identified, any large whale would be considered and treated as a right 
whale. The USCG will also maintain a minimum distance of 100 yards fiom all whale species as another 
protective measure to avoid accidental interactions with whales. Adjustments to these distances would be 
made if the US,CG is assisting in the rescue of a protected species, including right &hales, or performing its 
duties to enforce the ESA and MMPA. In response to the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) 
discussed in the 22 July 1996 BO, the USCG, after obtaining M S  approval, issued the interim 
approach guideline to all USCG vessels (Appendix M) 
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Notices 

The USCG would notify mariners by publishing and broadcastirig seasonal notices to all mariners advising 
caution in endangered or threatened species critical habitat. If a threatened or endangered whale is spotted 
and reported, USCG would notify other vessels in the vicinity of the whales via VHF radio and advise 
those vessels to proceed through the area with caution. One disadvantage of such notices is that some 
people may use those notices to locate whales for closer viewing. The USCG would participate in 
NAVTEX posting of right whale locations and other whale and turtle concentrations in the southeast and 
the northeast and investigate expanding NAVTEX to cover all areas of the Atlantic coast. 

Charts 

The USCG would plot critical habitat and marine sanctuary boundaries on locally held unit navigational, 
aeronautical, and law enforcement working charts. This procedure would alert the crews of USCG vessels 
and aircraft to sensitive areas and locations where encounters with wildlife are likely, thereby assisting 
crews in avoiding harmful interactions with protected species and habitats. 

Operating Procedures 

The Intemal Program's operating procedures for USCG vessels and aircraft in the Atlantic area is designed 
to prevent, to the maximum extent possible, harmhl interactions with protected living marine resources. 
The operating procedures would allow USCG personnel to conduct mission-hlfilling activities such as 
marine environmental protection, search and.rescue, law enforcement, vessel M i c  services, and marine 
safety while helping to avoid harmful interactions of USCG vessels and aircraft with protected living 
marine resources. 

' 

The USCG would provide guidance and directions to USCG vessels and aircraft during non-emergency 
operations, when transiting or overflying marine sanctuaries, critical habitats, and areas of intermittent 
protected species concentrations (e.g., nesting areas, seasonal high-use areas, migratory routes). Guidance 
would be issued as USCG directives (e.g., by message or Commandant Notice or Commandant 
Instruction). The areas of intermittent protected species concentrations, such as bald eagle nests and 
cetacean feeding areas, would be identified during informal consultation with regional USFWS and NMFS 
offices. (Note: emergency operations are operations for which rapid response is required such as SAR to 
avoid the loss of life and property, urgent law enforcement incidents, and urgent matters of national 
security as defined by operational commanders on a case by case basis.) 

In addition to the operating procedures mentioned above, both USCG vessels and aircraft would avoid, 
whenever possible, sensitive pinniped (seal) rookeries two hours before and after low tide. When passing a 
haul-out site, vessels and aircraft would use appropriate speeds and increase distance altitude if animals 
appear to be startled. None of the five species of ph ipeds  found in Atlantic waters along the United 
States is endangered or threatened. This measure would be implemented once NMFS has exercised its 
authority to protect sites that are very sensitive to vessel or aircraft'traffic. 

Vessels - The USCG would continue to post a lookout. Posting a lookout and identifying and avoiding 
objects in the water are standard operating procedures aboard USCG vessels of all sizes. This measure 
ensures the safety of the crew, minimizes vessel damage, and protects wildlife in the area The initiative 
additionally proposes that the USCG would post lookouts who have successfdly completed marine 
mammal training. These lookouts would be posted during all transits, both emergency and non- 
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emergency, that occur within 20 nm of shore. This would be in addition to posting lookouts during transits 
in all high-use areas, areas of whale concentrations and critical habitats in Cape Cod Bay, the Great South 
Channel, and in the calving grounds off the Florida coast and other special areas off Georgia and Florida 
that are delineated in the conservation recommendations of the 15 September 1995 BO. Exceptions would 
be made for periods of low visibility such as dense fog or night travel when this practice would be 
ineffective. During non-emergency operations, vessels transiting critical habitats, high-use areas, areas of 
known whale concentrations, and migratory routes would be directed to use extreme caution and be alert 
for marine animals. If a whale is sighted, vessels would (1) give whales a wide berth, (2) use the speed and 
approach distance protocols developed in consultation with NMFS, per the 22 July 1996 BO, to reduce the 
possibility of a whale strike, and (3) notify all vessels (USCG and non-USCG vessels) in the vicinity about 
the locations of whales via VHF radio, and direct them to proceed through the area with caution 
(operational security measures may require not disclosing the location of the vessel or aircraft, therefore the 
vessel or aircraft would relay information to a USCG shore facility that would then issue the notification). 
USCG vessels in the vicinity of sea turtle nesting beaches primarily located in the Seventh USCG District 
AOR would use extreme caution during April through October, the months when females are abundant 
just offshore. 

- 
- 

As stated previously, USCG vessels would maintain a safe minimum distance of 500 yd fiom right whales. 
In addition, unless another whale'species is positively identified, any large whale would be considered and 
treated as a right whale. The USCG also would maintain a distance of 100 yards fiom all whale species as 
another protective measure to avoid accidental interactions with whales. Adjustments to these distances 
would-be made if the USCG is assisting in the rescue of an endangered whale, including right whales, or 
performing its duties to enforce the ESA and MMPA. The USCG approach distance guidance is an interim" 
protective measure which would be adjusted to take into account any NMFS promulgated approach 
distance regulation (Appendix X). 

Aircraft - Pursuant to the guidance in the Air Operations Manual, Commandant Instruction 37 10.1 ., 
aircraft must maintain an altitude of at least 3000 A when flying over wildlife habitat. The USCG will 
modify the Air Operations Manual to bring it in line with current Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) and 
the USCG will comply with whatever altitude restrictions are in place (note: NMFS has proposed a 1500 
ft protective altitude for northern right whales at 61 Federal Register 41 116, published 7 August 1996). As 
specified in the FAR, USCG aircraft are prohibited fiom flying over sensitive areas at less than 2000 & 
unless engaged in emergency operations such as an emergency S A R ,  law enforcement, or spill response 
operation. At the current FAR altitude of 2000 feet, like the 3000 A current altitude guidance, the 
momentary disturbance of marine mammals, Mles,  and birds is expected to be negligible. However, 
during some USCG operations, particularly SAR missions and missions which require surveillance and 
identification of vessels, it may be necessary to fly below 200.0 fl, and often below 500 ft. Such operations 
have the potential to disturb cetaceans, birds, and mammals. Because low-altityde flying is dangerous for 
the aircraft and crew, this altitude is maintained for the minimum time necessary to complete the objective 
of the rission and aircraft time at low altitudes would be limited. The operational impact of directing 
aircraft to maintain an altitude of 2000 ft in offshore critical habitats and high-use.areas except in 
emergency missions is that more vessels will be required to pa&ol those areas because the aircraft's 
capability to identify vessels is diminished. Therefore, aircraft guidance would be written to indicate that a, 
2000 ft altitude would be maintained in the critical habitat (except during those portions of non-emergency 
missions requiring surveillance and identification.of vessels) wherever possible. 

USCG aviation will continue to enhance and update flight charts with regard to wildlife habitat. Most, if 
not all, USCG aviation charts are approved.by the Federal Aviation Administration. These charts include 
information regarding sensitive areas, such as wildlife reserves. The usefulness of these charts varies, but 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 3-9 USCG Atlantic PLMR Initiative 



Chapter 3 - Alternative Actions 

9 

most are effective for between 3-6 months. This rapid update ensures accurate charts which promote flight 
safety. During this regular update, wildlife areas also are updated. 

. Each air station operations center also maintains a chart depicting the local flying area. This chart is 
updated on a continuous basis, as changes occur. Operations center personnel would incorporate any 
pertinent information received from local agencies regarding wildlife areas. Such information would also 
be distributed directly or through the chain of command, including support organizations such as the 
USCG Civil Engineering Unit. 

Mission Impacts of Operational Directives 

Formal restrictions on USCG vessel speeds, whale approach distances, and USCG aircraft altitude may 
result in major impacts on the USCG’s ability to perform its missions. For example, limiting vessel speeds 
and approaches to large marine mammals will likely detract from the USCG’s ability to conduct fisheries 
enforcement, particularly in areas such as the northwest Atlantic where the closed fisheries areas overlap 
with the designated critical habitat. This decrease in fisheries enforcement may lead to a rise in violations 
that would place fisheries resources at risk. Similarly, requiring USCG vessels to travel more slowly will 
increase the time needed to perform all missions or decrease the time available to perform those missions. 
Overall, implementing the Initiative may lead to the need to extend the time existing personnel and 
equipment are employed. Increasing the average work week of USCG personnel could result in a decrease 
in the effectiveness of overtaxed personnel and equipment. As an indication of potential adverse 
consequences, the USCG recently decreased the average work week for USCG stations from an average of 
90 hours to an average of 68 hours by internally reorganizing and reassigning 500 personnel. It will prove 
difficult if not impossible to maintain a reasonable average work week if additional hours are needed to 
implement the Initiative. 

Presently, the USCG has made a qualitative determination (based on quantitative estimates - see Appendix 
W) that implementing the Initiative will have an overall negative impact on USCG operations. Actual 
quantification of the Initiative’s impacts will require establishing and implementing a program to monitor 
the internal and external impacts. The monitoring program will require at least two years to conduct - the 
development and implementation phase taking up to six months, the monitoring phase taking at least one 
year, and the analysis phase taking approximately six months. The monitoring program would measure the 
impact on the use of USCG resources (e.g., measurements would include the resource hours currently 
measured in the abstract of operations reporting system that will indicate the amount of time various 
USCG assets perform their missions) as well as the impact on environmental resources (e.g., the USCG 
would continue to provide NMFS with data and obtain NhWS assessment of the impacts on marine 
resources based on their stock assessments and takings data). The analysis phase will provide the USCG 
the opportunity to reassas the effectiveness and necessity of the various protective measures and 
determine if adjustments are necessary, whether those adjustments require reinitiation of consultation, and 
whether the monitoring period should be extended. 

3.2.2 Conservation Program 

The Conservation Program, which would help promote the conservation of protected living marine 
resources, consists of procedures involving other USCG activities, including interaction between USCG 
personnel, other Federal and state entities, and the public, which would help promote the conservation of 
protected living marine resources. 
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Sea Partners Program is a program that was instituted to educate communities at large in developing awareness of marine 
pollution issues and improving compliance with marine environmental protection laws and regulations. Since 1994 the Sea 
Partners program has conducted over 4,800 activities involving 20,500 contact hours with the public. This has been done by 
USCG reservim who have been assigned to each of the 47 USCG Marine Safety Ofices located in port communities 
throughout the nation. The Sea Partners Program provides educational messages on 1) the effects of oil, hazardous 
chemicals, waste and debris on the marine environment, 2) how marine environmental protection laws and regulations apply 
to various marine USCK, and.3) various ways groups and individuals can take action to protect the environment The Sea 
Partners Program has targeted a wide range of audiences, including state, local and Federal officials, merchant mariners, 
offshore industry personnel, ferry operators, recreational boaters, sport and commercial fisherman, d o o d  processors, local 
business owners, marina operators, students, scouts, and teachen. Through the Sea Partners p r o w  the USCG has been 

TraininglEducation of Non-USCG Personnel 

The USCG would work with NMFS, recovery implementation teams, and other agencies to develop public 
information manuals on critical habitats, sanctuaries, and endangered species migration patterns for use by 
mariners. 

The USCG would include protected species awareness information in basic boat safety training 
provided to the public. 

The USCG would incorporate whale and turtle conservation information in the USCG Sea 
Partners marine pollution prevention education efforts (see text box). 

There are two established publications commonly used by mariners for voyage planning purposes. 
These publications are Sailing Directions and the Coast Pilot. Depending upon vessel size and 
areas of operation, most U.S. vessels would have one, if not both, of these publications on board. 
Sailing Directions are maintained and published by the Defense Mapping Agency @MA) and the 
Coast Pilot is maintained and published by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA). The USCG would work with N M F S  to develop an educational fact sheet describing 
critical habitats, whale concentrations and high-use area, photos of whales, applicable regulations, 
and reporting procedures. The USCG would then work with DMA @MA will become the 
National Imagery and Mapping Agency, NIMA, after 29 October 1996) and NOAA to include this 
information in Sailing Directiom and the Coast Pilot. Another advantage to using these two 
publications is that foreign-flagged vessels transiting U.S. waten or operating in and out of U.S. 
ports carry these publications for voyage planning purposes. The USCG would provide input to 
the publications and inform Nh4FS of the status of conservation measures in an annual progress 
report. The annual progress report for 1996 would be submitted to NMFS by 1 January 1997. 

- 
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- Chapter 3 - Alternative Actions 

The USCG would work with NMFS to include protected species awareness information in 
Commercial Fishing Vessel examination and outreach programs. 

The USCG would work with NMFS to provide copies of USCG training cumcula, that has been 
certified by NMFS, to other agencies (such as the U.S. Navy) organizations, and individuals. 

9 

It has been suggested that the USCG consider and adopt an altemative requiring whale species 
identification and critical habitat information, as well as all regulations applicable to the protection of right 
whales, be a part of the testing criteria for the public applying for USCG licenses to operate vessels 
(licensing alternative). Currently all US. deck officers are tested using the Coasf Pilot and, in addition, 

Examinations for deck officer licenses are maintained by the USCG National Maritime Center. When 
protected species information is included in the Coasr Pilot and in Sailing Directions, the USCG would 

for a particular license, there is no requirement for retesting on renewals for that particular license. 
Therefore, in an effort to provide measures that contribute to the protection of endangered and threatened 

documents (e.g., the Coasr Pilot and Sailing Directions), which are used extensively by mariners 
throughout their careers, to be more significant and environmentally beneficial than only modifying testing 

- 

holders of licenses authorizing extended international voyages may be tested on Sailing Directions. 

then test license applicants on that material. It should be noted, however, that once an individual is tested 

species, the USCG considers the placement of updated species and habitat information in voyage planning 

for licenses. - -  

- 

- 
. 

- 

It also has been suggested that as part of this licensing alternative, the USCG make compliance with 
regulations designed to protect threatened and endangered species a specific condition in the issuance of 
licenses for operation of vessels. The USCG does not excuse holders of licenses from compliance with 
any laws or regulations. If any vessel is found to be in non-compliance with the threatened and endangered 
species regulations, enforcement action would be taken. 

’ . - 

- 
Cooperation with Other Agencies and Recovery Teams 

The USCG would continue to actively participate in and support Regional Multi-Agency Recovery 
Implementation Teams, groups, and task forces . . 

The USCG would maintain active membership in the Southeastem Implementation Team for the 
Recovery of the northem right whale and would continue to contribute to Southeastem United 
States (SEUS) early waming right whale system (Appendix N). A.program of regular 
reconnaissance flights is one measure that is the subject of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
between the First USCG District and the NMFS (Appendix 0). USCG aircraft from 
AIRSTATION Cape Cod currently perform overflights with NMFS pekonnel aboard. The USCG 
would continue to participate in the Southeast U.S. Recovery Implementation Team Early Warning 
System aerial survey program, which it has been part of since 1993. The USCG would work with 
the New England Implementation Team to address the feasibility of a similar multi-agency effort 
in the north Atlantic. 

The USCG Districts would develop MOUs with NMFS, the National Marine Sanctuaries Program, 
and the New England and Southeastem Regional Implementation Teams regarding proposals to 
develop and implement protective measures described in the Right and Humpback Whale 
Recovery Plans. 
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The USCG would work with NMFS, the New England Right Whale Recovery Plan 
Implementation Team and the Southeastern Right Whale Recovery Plan Implementation Team 
regarding the development of a Mid-Atlantic Implementation Team and also consider expanding 
the areas covered by these teams to include the Mid-Atlantic. Specifically, the USCG would help 
develop a survey program, organize reports of whale sightings in the area, and develop a system to 
provide these sightings reports for broadcast. 

The USCG would participate with NMFS, USFWS, and Recovery Plan Implementation Teams to 
develop and implement a notification program to provide commercial vessels entering major U.S. 
Atlantic coast ports with timely information on current whale locations and critical habitats. The 
USCG would also cooperate in development of a plan to alert commercial traffic through port 
pilots, Captains of the Port, Vessel Traffic Services (where available), and others who are aware of 
ships' locations and port arrival times. The USCG would develop such a plan with NMFS by 
1 January 1997. 

The USCG would continue to work with NMFS, USFWS, the Recovery Plan Implementation 
Teams, and other Federal agencies to determine the feasibility and applicability of new technology 
or research and development efforts in recovery strategies for endangered and protected species. 
The implementation teams and multi-agency efforts provide synergy of effort and resources and, 
most importantly, the teams can evaluate the potential impacts of any initiative on the marine 
environment. 

The USCG would continue to participate in the ESA Inter-Agency Working Group (Washington, * 

DC.) currently headed by USFWS. 

The USCG would work with NMFS and USFWS to investigate facility lighting at all beachside 
USCG stations where turtle nesting occurs. The USCG would ensure, in consultation with NMFS 
and USFWS, that USCG facility lighting would not have a significant adverse impact on turtle 
nesting sites. Currently, in Florida, where most known USCG controlled turtle nesting sites occur 
on the Atlantic Coast, the USCG adheres to local Florida lighting ordinances for marine turtle 
protection. These ordinances are designed to protect turtles from the effects of artificial light. 
Additionally, in Florida, lighting is currently evaluated at USCG sites during USCG 
Environmental Compliance Evaluations (ECEs) (conducted on a three year rotational basis). 
Under the Preferred Alternative, the use of ECE analyses to examine lighting at beachside stations 
would be expanded where appropriate. 

On 25 January 1996 an MOA among the USCG, W S ,  the U.S. Navy, and the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers was finalized (Appendix U). The purpose of the MOA is to facilitate right whale 
conservation efforts along the Georgia and Florida coasts. 

' Controlling Non-USCG Vessels 

A comment on the DEIS proposed that the USCG place environmental conditions or other constraints on 
the permitting process for regatta or marine events or deny permits for such events in or near whale 
habitat. Under the Act of April 28, 1908 (codified as 33 U.S.C. 1233), the USCG is authorized to issue 
regulations to promote the safety of life on navigable waters during regattas and marine parades. Although 
the USCG currently implements section 1233 through a permitting process, the law neither mentions nor 
mandates issuing permits as the necessary or appropriate procedure to use. Additionally, the authority for 
the current marine event permitting process relies on possible hazard to the safety of life on navigable 
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waters of the United States as the basis for exercising authority to regulate marine events. Cukently, 
USCG policy allows issuing authorities to add conditions or deny permits for marine events based on 
consideration of environmental concerns (see Appendix V, copy of COMDTINST 16751.3A, Regattas and 
Marine Parades). 

Under NEPA and the ESA, the USCG currently must evaluate each marine event requiring a permit on a 
case-by-case basis to determine whether the event will be held in or near environmentally sensitive areas 
(including areas where the presence of endangereathreatened species is likely). If the event is planned in 
an environmentally sensitive area possibly involving endangered species, the USCG must enter into 
consultation under Section 7 of the ESA and may have to prepare an EA or EIS depending on the possible 
impacts to the species. Under the current system, the permit applicant is notified of the results of the 
consultation and any NEPA documentation that must be completed. For those events requiring a marine 
event permit under the current procedures, the USCG uses the results of the Section 7 consultation to 
notifj’ a marine event sponsor of protections for endangereathreatened whales or other protected species. 
The USCG cannot and will not issue a permit for an event that violates the ESA. 

At present, the USCG is responding to the need to reduce the regulatory burden on the public and is 
considering changing the definition of marine events requiring a USCG permit which would result in 
fewer events to be permitted by the USCG. However, those events that would still require a USCG permit 
would continue to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis as described above. Further, the USCG would dill 
require sponsors of certain types of events to notify the USCG of the event and thereby enable the USCG 
to provide a copy of the notice to other Federal, State, and local agencies regarding navigational and 
environmental concems. The information provided would allow the USCG to determine whether or not a 
permit with appropriate conditions, navigation safety regulations, notice to mariners, or some combination, . 
should be required for the event. These pending changes to the marine event permitting procedures are 
embodied in an Interim Rule and an announcement of availability of the associated EA published in the 
Federal Register on 26 June 1996 (61 FR 33027). In consideration of all comments received, the USCG is 
delaying a decision on the marine event permit procedural changes by postponing the effective date and by 
reopening and extending the comment period. The USCG will announce the dates by publishing a notice 
in the Federal Register. The USCG will examine the comments, including expert comments on possible 
interactions with endangered species, and decide whether to proceed with the pending rule, modify it, or 
withdraw it. The USCG will also consider the resulting increases in the information collection and 
reporting burden on additional event sponsors related to broadening the definition of when notice of an 
event or a permit application must be submitted to the USCG. The USCG will continue the ongoing IR 
consultation and NEPA processes and address these issues (see also Appendix Q, comment number 6). 

The USCG has been asked to consider an altemative to promulgate minimum approach and/or distance 
regulations - pursuant to the ESA - to keep vessels and aircraft separated from protected species (see 
Appendix Q, comment number 1 Ob). Specifically, the USCG has been requested to promulgate a 500-yard 
protection zone around every northem right whale, and a similar 1 00-yard rule for all other whales 
(Appendix P). The NMFS, which has the biologists and the resources needed to consider and develop 
these rules, has already undertaken this proposal and the USCG would continue to support the N M F S  
efforts to develop a workable protective distance rule. The USCG has specific responsibility for enforcing 
the ESA and, in the case of whales, NMFS has responsibility for giving marine species their protected 
status - by listing them as endangered or threatened - and by issuing protective regulations. 

Unfortunately, there will be impediments to strict enforcement such as: (1) northern right whales cannot 
always be identified at 500 yards or, under some conditions of limited visibility, at 100 yards; and (2) 
distance estimates will be subjective (best estimate based on enforcement officer’s training) with no 
electronic means to validate or support the infraction. Under the existing international regime, 

Final Environmental /impact Statement 3-1 4 USCG Atlantic PLMR initiative 



Chapter 3 - Alternative Actions 

enforcement would be limited to U.S. flag vessels - a small minority of vessels - beyond 3 nautical 
miles. The International Maritime Organization (IMO), the entity that addresses intemational vessel traffic 
and establishes voluntary guidelines has, because of its diverse membership that includes nations opposing 
any limitations on freedom of navigation or on whaling, been reluctant to address protective zones for 
whales. The Department of State is the lead U.S. agency for IMO initiatives, and the USCG would 
endeavor to use that forum (the N O )  to sensitize members of the international community to protect 
species and habitat. 

As an example of this intemational effort, the USCG would work with other U.S. agencies (e.g., 
Department of State, U.S. Navy) to develop proposals to designate critical habitat and high-use areas as 
Particularly Sensitive Sea Areas (PSSAs) andor Areas To Be Avoided (ATBA) that protect species 
habitats beyond 3 nautical miles through the IMO. 

PSSAs are defined as areas which need special protection through action by IMO because of their 
significance for recognized ecological or socioeconomic or scientific reasons and which may be vulnerable 
to damage by marine activity. It should be understood, however, that being designated as a PSSA does not 
mandate protective action, it is simply an identification of an area in which some IMO measure may have a 
positive effect. 

An ATF3A is defined as a routing measure comprising an area within defined limits in which either 
navigation is particularly hazardous or it is exceptionally important to avoid casualties and which should be 
avoided by all ships or certain classes of ships. The USCG has created five ATBAs in U.S. coastal waters; 
each was designed to provide some measure of environmental protection. The common theme of the 
ATBAs, whether primarily for casualty prevention or environmental protection, is that they define a 
specific geographic area. There are no ATBAs that are intended to protect migrating marine life and it is 
difficult to envision how one might be instituted for that purpose without creating dangerous confusion in 
the marine community. The USCG would investigate whether seasonal ATJ3As would meet the IMO 
criteria, and will initiate a Port Access Route Study (PARS) if it appears to be feasible. 

There are also a number of other IMO adopted routing measures, for the most part trafEc separation 
schemes (TSSs) associated with precautionary areas, which guide mariners in the approaches to many of 
our ports. They are intended to separate opposing streams.of traffic and require vessels to operate with 
particular caution where they must converge. There is presently a TSS in the approach to Boston. 
Although there appears to be no way to completely avoid the whale habitat while entering the Port of 
Boston, the USCG would investigate whether any modification to the TSS would be beneficial. The 
USCG would conduct similar investigations in other areas ofthe coast considered to be high use areas or 
critical habitat and, if warranted, initiate a PARS to determine whether an IMO adopted routing measure 
would aid in the protection of endangered marine life. 

To create or change a routing measure, the USCG is required by the Ports and Waterways Safety Act to 
consult with appropriate Federal agencies and states to ensure other uses of the area under consideration 
are taken into account. This is done by initiating a PARS, which also gathers information from any other 
interested party. PARS generally take about 18 months to complete. Once the information is gathered, a 
proposal is developed for submission to IMO. If the proposal is for a TSS, rulemaking is also required, but 
can be done in parallel with the IMO process. A proposal is submitted to the lM0 Subcommittee on 
Safety of Navigation '(NAV), which normally meets annually. If approved at NAVY it is then submitted to 
the subsequent session of the Maritime Safety Committee (MSC), which meets three times each biennium. 
The routing measure may enter into force six months after adoption by the MSC. 
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APPENDIX I 

AQUATIC SPECIES IN THE REGIONS OF INPLUENCE 



Common Name Scientific Name Status 
Likelihood Of Distribution in RB-S 
Occurrence in and RB-M ROI 
Project Area 

Halichoens gnseus 

Pboca vitulina 
* Common Year-round resident 
* Common Year-round resident 

Ringed seal 
Hooded seal 

P. hispiah * Occasional More common in winter 
Cystophora rrisk3ta * Occasional More common in winter 

Table 1-1. Marine Mammals Inhabiting Northeast Waters 

PINNIPEDS 
Gray seal 

Harbor seal 

Ham seal I Phoca menhndica I * I Occasional I More commoninwinter 

CETACEANS 
Population hlghest in 
spring/summer due to 

northward migration from 
subtropics 

Bahenoptera 
musnrlus Blue whale E Uncommon 

Population highest in 
summer and fall due to 

northward migration from 
subtropics 

Seen onlv during summer 

Fin whale B. pbsahs  E Common 

Sei whale B. borealis E Occasional 

Minke whale B. anrtomstrata * Common 
Peak abundance during 

spring and summer 
hhgratory population, with 

peak abundance mainly 
during summer but also in 

autumn 

Mtgaptera 
novaeangkae Humpback whale E Common 

Qht whale 
Population hlghest in 

spring/summer 
Rare on continental shelf 
but abundant in deeper 

waters 

E/CH 

E 

* 

* 

* 

Eubakzna gha l i s  

Pbyseter 
mmcephalus 

Common 

Occasional 

Occasional/ 
Uncommon 

Sperm whale 

Beaked whale 
species 

Long-finned pilot 
whale 

Endemic to Arctic and 
cool temperate waters; 

most common in offshore 
waters in the fall 

MeJoplodon and 
Ziphius spp. 

Small population; offshore - -  
species typically associated 
with the continental shelf 
edge, found north of New 

Jersey 
Incidental accounts in area 

Occasional 

Killer whale Orcinus orca Occasional 
Occurs in warm temperate 

waters; sightings and 
strandmgs have occurred 

Occurs in warm temperate 
waters; sightings and 

strandings have occurred 

PYPY sperm 
whale 

Dwarf sperm 
whale 

Kogia breuicps 

K slmus 

Uncommon 

Uncommon 



Table 1-1. Marine Mammals Inhabiting Northeast Waters (continued) 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence in 
Project k e a  

Common Name  

Atlantic white- I- sided dolphm 

Distribution in RB-S 
and RB-M ROI Scientific Name  Status 

Mainly present in the 
spring, summer, and early 

fall in nearshore areas 

Lagenorhyncbus 
anrtus 

* Common 

I Prefer tropical and 
subtropical waters but 
sighted from southern 
New England south 

Atlantic spotted 
dolphin 

Stenella fmntah * Uncommon 

~~ 

Mostly seen in western 
Gulf of Maine and near 

CaDe Cod 

White beaked 
dolphin 

Lagenody rich 
albimstris 

Occasional 

Offshore species typically 
associated with the 

continental shelf edge 

Common in more 
temperate waters Granpus griseus Risso’s dolphm 

Striped dolphm 
Occasional/ 
Uncommon 

Offshore species typically 
associated with the 

continental shelf edge 
M d y  present in the 

spring, summer, and early 
fall in nearshore areas; less 

common south of Cape 
Hatteras 

Stenelka merukoalba * 

Debbinus &&his Common * Common dolphin 

Occasional/rare in the 
more northem areas, more 
common in southem and 
more temperate waters; 

coastal form is found from 
New Jersey south to Cape 
Hatteras; offshore variety 
more common northerly 
areas; range also extends 

south 

Common in more 
temperate waters Bottlenose dolphin 

Mainly occurs in nearshore 
waters, especdy from 
New Jersey to Maine; in 
fall and spring, occurs 

from North Carolina to 
Maine but is less common 
from New Jersey to North 

Carolina; strandings 
reported in Florida. 

Common in New 
England Pbocoena phocoena * Harbor porpoise 

Sources: USCG 2002 
Notes: Status refers to Federal Status under the ESA 
E = Federally listed endangered 
T = Federally listed threatened 
* = Protected under MMPA 
CH = Critical Habitat in or adjacent to Deepwater project area 



~ 

Common Name 

Loggerhead 

Green 

Leatherback 

Hawksbill 

Table 1-2. Sea Turtles Inhabiting Northeast Waters 

Scientific Name  

Caretta cantta gigm 

Chebnia nyah 

Democbelys coriacea 
schhgeelii 

E retmoche&.r 
imbricata 

Status 

T 

T* 

E 

E 

Sources: USCG 2002 
Notes: Status refers to Federal Status under the ESA 
E = Federally listed endangered 
T = Federally listed threatened 
* = Florida nesting population listed as endangered 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence in 
Project Area 

Occasional 

Occasional 

Occasional 

Occasional 

Distribution in RB-S 
and RB-M ROI 

More common in 
temperate, tropical, and 
subtropical waters but 

found from Newfoundland 
south; nest in South 

Carolina, Georgia, and 
Florida 

Occasionally sighted from 
Massachusetts south to 
Texas; most common in 

nesting areas of the 
southeast 

Range from Nova Scotia to 
the southeast; during 

summer, found along the 
east coast, from Gulf of 

Maine south to the middle 
of Florida 

More common in tropical 
and subtropical waters; 

sightings from along the 
eastern seaboard as far 
north as Massachusetts, 
with the exception of 

Connecticut; sightings north 
of Florida are rare. 



Common Name  Scientific Name  
Distribution in RB-S 

and RB-M ROI 

Likelihood of 
Status Occurrence in 

Project Area 

Table 1-3. Marine Mammals Inhabiting Southeast Waters 

Cetaceans 
___ 

Minke whale Bakzenoptera 
amtomstrata 

* Common Seen throughout the ROI 

Migratory population moves 
along the southeastem U.S. 
on the way to its wintering 

grounds 
Wintering and calving 

grounds are along Georga 
and Florida 

Megaptera 
novaeang fiae Humpback whale E Occasional 

Right whale E/CH Common in winter Eubakzena ghaf i s  

Pbyseter 
mamqiihalus 

Mesoplbdon and 
Ziphius spp. 

Ra rGcon tGen ta l  shelf 
but abundant in deepa 
waters, especially in the 

SD&E 

Sperm whale E Occasional 

Endemic to cool temperate 
waters; most common in 
offshore waters and in the 

Gulf of Mexico 

Occasional/ 
Uncommon 

Beaked whale 
species 

Short-finned pilot 
whale 

% 

G b  bicphaka 
macmrbynchus 

Typically offshore species 
associated with the 

continental shelf edm 
Occasional * 

Killer whale Orcinus orca * Occasional 
Incidental accounts 

throughout area 

Abundance varies Pygmy killer whale Occasional/ 
Uncommon Fensa at/enuafe 

~~ ~ 

Occurs in warm temperate 
waters; sightings and 

s t r a n d "  have occurred 
Kogia brevhp5 Uncommon 

Occurs in wann temperate 
waters; sightings and 

strandings have occurred 

Dwarf sperm 
whale 

Uncommon * 

Prefers tropical and 
subtropical waters from 
southern New England 
south to the Caribbean 

Atlantic spotted 
dolphm 

Stenefh fmntah Common * 

White beaked 
dolphin 

Lgenorh_ynchuus 
afbimstris 

* Uncommon Small numbers sighted off 
the Carolinas 

Offshore species typically 
associated with the 

continental shelf edze 
Risso's dolphin * Common Grampus gri5eu.i 

Delphinus delphis 

~ 

Uncommon 
Less common (than in 

northeast Atlantic waters) 
south of Cape Hatteras 

Short-beaked 
common dolphtn 



Table 1-3. Marine Mammals Inhabiting Southeast Waters (continued) 
~~ ~ 

Status 

* 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence in 
Project Area 

Common 

Striped dolphin 

Common Name 

Bottlenose dolphin 

Stenelka coeahoaiba 

Scientific Name 

Tuni0p.r tancatus 

Spotted dolphin S. attenuatta * 

* Common dolphin 

Common 

Uncommon 

Florida manatee 

Occasional/ * I  Uncommon 

Distribution in RB-S 
and RB-M ROI 

Both coastal and offshore 
variety are common in this 

ROI 
Offshore species typically 

associated with the 
continental shelf edge 

Offshore species typically 
associated with the 

continental shelf edge 
Mainly present in spring, 
summer, and early fall in 

nearshore areas; less 
common south of Cape 

Hatteras 

E Common 

Resident in rivers and 
coastal waters of peninsular 

Florida and southern 
Georgia. Previous records 

in Carolinas and Texas 

Sources: USCG 2002 
Notes: Status refers to Federal Status under the ESA 
E = Federally listed endangered 
T = Federally listed threatened 
* = Protected under MMPA 
CH = Critical Habitat in or adjacent to RB-S and RB-M area 



Common Name 
Distribution in RB-S Likelihood of 

Project Area 
Scientific Name Status Occurren’ce in and RB-M ROI 

Common Probable year-round resident 

Common 

E 

Occasional 

Abundant in these seas 

w a t o r y  population; 
Reproductive and calving 

area 

Acoustically detected 

Occasional 

Occasional 

Abundance varies 

Abundance varies 

Common Year-round resident 

Common 

Common 

Year-round resident 

Year-round resident 

Tricbechus manatus Occasional Antlillean manatee 
range includes southeastern 

US., Caribbean Sea, and 
South America. 

Table 1-4. Marine Mammals Inhabiting Caribbean Waters 
I I I I 

Cetaceans 

Beaked whale i: Mesophdon and 
@hihe spp. 

Pbysetw catodon 
~~ ~ 

Sperm whale E 

Commo 
n 

E 

Mqyptem 
novaeanghe 

Bakaenoptwa 
musmhs 

Humpback whale 

Blue whale 

B. amtomstrata * 
* 

Minke whale 

Pilot whale Ghbicephah spp 

Stenelka spp. 

~~ 

Atlantic and 
Pantropical 

spotted dolphin 

* 

Spinner dolphm S. hnfimsttir * 
Striped dolphin S. memieoalba 1; 

Rough-toothed 
dolphin 

Steno bredanenis * Common Abundance varies 

Common Year-round resident Bottlenose 
dolphm 

Turciops tnrncatus * 

Sirenian 

I Year-round resident. Historic I I I 

Source: USCG 2002 
Notes: Status refers to Federal Status under the ESA 
E = Federally listed endangered 
* = Protected under MMPA 



Scientific 
Name Status Distribution in RB-S 

and RB-M ROI 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence in 
Project Area 

E 

* 
Occasional 

Common 

* 
* 

Common 
Common 

Table 1-5. Marine Mammals Inhabiting U.S. Gulf of Mexico Waters 

Common Name 

Pinnipeds 

Uncommon * I  Stray indwiduals Zahpbus 
califhianus California sea lion 

~~ 

Caribbean monk seal 
Monachu.r 
tropicalis Extinct Ulllikely None 

Cetaceans 

Northern right whale 
Eubakaena 

&&aliis 
Not hkely to occur 

Abundance varies, could be 
increasing 

Uncommon 

Occasional 

Occasional 

Bahenopbra 
muscuhs 

Blue whale 

Fin whale 
Abundance varies but common 

in the gplf B. pbsalus 

Sei whale Abundance vanes 
Possible resident population; 
most common baleen whale 

B. boraah 

B. edeni Bryde’s whale 

Mmke whale B. amtomstrata * I Occasional Migratory population or stray 
indtviduals 

Migratory population = I  Occasional Megqtera 
novaeangliae 

Pbyseter 
mamcephalus 

Humpback whale 

Sperm whale E l  Common Could be a resident population 

Occur throughout the gulf 
Occur throughout the gplf 

Kogia bnviceps 
K simus 

Pygmy s p e m  whale 
Dwarf sDem whale 

Killer whale Omnus orca * I Occasional 
Usually occur near the north- 

central gulf 
Usually occur near the 

continental slope Occasional -I----- Occasional 

Pseudorca 
crasisidens 

Ferasa attenuate 

False killer whale 

Pvmv luller whale 
- 

Abundance varies 
Usually occur near the 

continental slope 
Widespread dtstribution 

Short-finned pilot 
whale Common -I----- Common 

G b  bicephala 
mamrh_yncbui 

Grampus grisem 
Ptponocepbab 

elecfra 

Risso’s dobhtn 

Melon-headed whale * I  Occasional 
Usually occur west of the 

Mississippi River 
Widespread throughout gulf 

Occur year-round, almost 
exclusively west of the 

Mississippi River 
Occur in waters farther offshore 

(bevond continental sloDe) 

Tursiofu tmncates * I Common Bottlenose dolphin 

Rough- toothed 
dolphin 

Common * I  Steno bredanensis c 

Striped dolphin 
Stenelh 

coemleoalba 
Occasional 

Common 

~~ 

Widespread throughout gulf Pantropical spotted 
doltJhm J. attengata 



Table 1-5. Marine Mammals Inhabiting U.S. Gulf of Mexico Waters (continued) 

E Occasional 

Occasional 

Trichechus 
manatus htimstris Florida manatee 

Andean  manatee . T m. manatus E 

Common Name 

Primady found near the Florida 
coastline 

Less common than subspecies 
htimstris. 

Clymene d o l p h  

Atlantic spotted 
dolphin 

Spinner dolphin 

Fraser’s dolphm 

Sowerby’s beaked 
whale 

Bainville’s beaked 
whale 

Gervais’ beaked 
whale 

Cuvier’s beaked 
whale 

Distribution in RB-S 
and RB-M ROI 

Likelihood of 
Status Occurrence in 

Project Atea 

Scientific 
Name 

Occur in waters fuaher 

slope) 
S. c&”e * Common offshore @eyond continental 

S,fmntalir I * I Common I Widespread throughout gulf 

Occur year-round; usually east I of the Mississimi River s. bngimstris 1 * 1 Occasional 
I L  

Primady in deeper waters of 
the gulf * Common Lagenode4his 

hosei 

* Abundance varies; generally 
Occasional Mesopbdon 

bidens prefer deeper waters 
Abundance vanes; generally 

prefer deeper waters M. densimstris 1 * I Occasional 

Abundance varies; generally 
prefer deeper waters M. eumpaeus * Occasional 

Ziphius cauimstris * Common Sighted throughout gulf 

Sirenians 



Table 1-6. Sea Turtles Inhabiting Southeast Waters 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence in 
Project Area 

Scientific 
Name 

Distribution in RB-S 
and RB-M ROI Status Common Name 

More common in nesting 
season; also found in Puerto 

Rico 
Loggerhead 1 T Common 

More common in nesting 
season; found in Puerto Rico 
and in the US.  Virgin Islands 

(where it nests and feeds) 

T*/CH Common Chelonia mydas 

Common year-round; found 
in Puerto Rico and in the 

US.  Virgin Islands (where it 
nests) 

Democbelus 
coriacea scbkgelii Common Leatherback E/CH 

T 1 Olive ridley More common in southern 
areas 

Lpidochelys 
oliuacea Uncommon 

Occasional 

Common 

Occurs mainly in coastal 
areas of the Gulf of Mexico 

and the northwestern 
Atlantic Ocean 

L ken+ E 

Most common off Florida; 
Found in Puerto Rico and in 

the U.S. V i r p  Islands 
(where it nests and feeds). 

Hawksbdl 

I 

Sources: USCG 2002 
Notes: Status refers to Federal Status under the ESA 
E = Federally listed endangered 
T = Federally listed threatened 
* = Florida nesting population listed as endangered 
CH = Critical habitat in or adjacent to RB-S and RB-M project area 



Table 1-7. Marine Mammals Inhabiting Pacific Continental Waters 

Distribution in RB-S 
and RB-M ROI 

Likelihoodof 
Status Occurrence in 

Project Area 

Scientific 
Name Common Name 

Pinnipeds 
Northern elephant Mimunga 

Harbor seal Pboca vitulina 

Common Year-round resident 

Common Year-round resident 

Abundant Year-round resident Zalophus 
cah$"anus California sea lion 

Steller sea lion 
Eumetopias 

iubatas 
Visitor to area from southem 

T/CH I Occasional I breedmcr mounds 

D Occasional Year-round resident 

T Uncommon Breed off Baja 

ursinus Northern fur seal 

Arctoc@halrrs 
townsendi Guadalupe fur seal 

Cetaceans 

Bakaenoptera 
musmhs 

Population hghest in spring 
due to northward migration 

from subtropics 
Population hlghest in 

summer and fall due to 
northward migration from 

subtropics 
Seen only in summer during 

mieration 

Blue whale E Common 

Fin whale B. pbysahs E Occasional 

Sei whale B. borealis E Uncommon 

Minke whale 
Migratory population, with 

peak abundance during 
spring and summer 

Migratory population, with 
peak abundance m d y  

during summer but also in 
autumn 

Migration population, with 
peak abundance in winter 

B. amtomstrata * Common 

Megaptera 
novaeangliae Common Humpback whale E 

EschricbtiuJ- 
m bustus 

Eubalaena 
glacialis 
Physeter 

mamcethalus 

California gray whale Common * 
and spring 

Only two sightings in 
Pacific right whale E Uncommon southern California 

Rare on continental shelf but 
abundant in deeper waters 
Occur in warm temperate 

waters;sightings and 
strandings have occurred in 

California 
Occur in warm temperate 

waters; sightings and 
strandings have occurred in 

California 

Sperm whale E Occasional 

Pygmy sperm whale Kogia brevinp Unusual 

Unusual Dwarf sperm whale 



T Enhydra lutrir 
nereis Southern sea otter Common Year-round resident 

Table 1-7. Marine Mammals Inhabiting Pacific Continental Waters (continued) 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence in 
Project Area 

Scientific 
Name 

Distribution in RB-S 
and RB-M ROI Common Name 

Baird’s beaked whale 

Status 

* 
Endemic to Arctic and cool 

temperate waters. Most 
common in Cahfornia in the 

fall 

Berardius bairdii Occasional 

Cuvier’s beaked 
whale 

Occur in warm temperate 
waters; have been recorded 

in area 
Known primanly from 

stranding records 
Small year-round population, 
with increases durine winter 

Occasional * Ziphius cavitnstris 

Mesophdon 
’ I Hubbs’beaked whale Uncommon * 

carhbbsi 
Globictpbah I Short-finned pilot 

whale 
* Occasional 

Killer whale 

Incidental accounts of 
transients in area, most hkely 
from northern latitudes. May 

be some resident pods in 
area 

On-inus orca Common * 

I False M e r  whale Pseudorca * Occur primady in warm 
temperate waters 

Year-round resident 

Unusual 

Common 

massidens 
Lgenorbyncbus * Pacific white-sided 

dolphm 
Northern right whale 

dolDhin 

ob& ;dens 
Lssodelphir 

borealis 
* Common Mainly present in the winter 

and splng 
Year-round resident, with 

peak population in summer 
and autumn 

Year-round resident 

I Risso’s dolphm Graqus  griseus * Common 

Debbinus delphis Common * 

* Common Year-round resident D. capemis 

Tursiops tmncatus 
Stenelkr 

coemkoalba 

* Year-round resident 
Known from sightings and 

strandings 
Year-round resident, with 
peak population in autumn 

and winter 
Mainly occur in nearshore 

Common 

Uncommon * Striped dolphin 

I Dall’s porpoise Phocoenoides dalli Common * 

Phocoena phocoena Common I Harbor porpoise * 
waters 

Fissiped 

Sources: USCG 2002 
Notes: Status refers to Federal Status under theESA 
E = Federally listed endangered 
T = Federally listed threatened 
* = Protected under MMPA 
CH = Critical habitat in or adjacent to RB-S and R B M  project area 
D = Depleted under the MMPA 



Table 1-8. Marine Mammals Inhabiting Pacific Tropical Waters 

I Likelihoodof I 
Distribution in 
Deepwater ROI 

Occurrence in 
Deepwater Status Scientific 

Name  Common Name  

I Opera t ionheas  I 
Pinnipeds 

Most common northwest of 
the main seven-island chain Uncommon E/CH Monacbus 

scbauinsbndi Monk seal 

Cetaceans 

Occurs throughout the main 
seven island chain January 

through April 

Megaptera 
novaeangliae Common Humpback whale E 

E Uncommon Blue whale 
Thought to occur in deeper 

offshore waters 
Occur in deeper Offshore 

waters 

Babenoptera 
musculus 

Fin whale E Uncommon B. pbysaius 

Eubahena 
glacialis 

E 
Most Ikely stray individuals 

from more northern 
population 

Uncommon Pacific right whale 

Mtnke whale 
Babenop tera 
anrtorustrata 

* Common in 
certain areas 

Most common northwest of 
the main seven-island chain 
Occur in deeper offshore 

waters or off the north and 
eastern shores of the main 

seven islands 
Prefer deeper waters but 
occasionally seen in the 

channels between the main 
islands 

Prefer deeper waters but 
occasionally seen in the 

channels between the main 
islands 

Occasionally seen in the 
channels between the main 

islands 
Seen only off Midway Atoll 

Pbyseter 
mamcepbaius 

Common in 
certain areas Sperm whale E 

Pygmy sperm whale Kogia breviceps * Unusual 

Dwarf sperm whale IC simus * Unusual 

Ptponocepbah 
eiectra Melon-headed whale * Occasional 

Brvde’s whale Bakaenobtera edeni * Uncommon 
Uncommon Occur deeDer waters Berardius bairdii 

Mesopiadon 
densimsnis 

* 
* 

Baird’s whale 

Blainsde’s whale Occur in deeper waters Uncommon 

Cuvier’s beaked 
whale 

* Occasional 
Most common of the beakec 

whales 
Occasionally seen in the 

channels between the main 
islands 

Short-finned pilot 
whale 

Gio bicepbaka 
mamrbyncbus Occasional 



c 

Omnus orca Killer whale 

Table 1-8. Marine Mammals Inhabiting Pacific Tropical Waters (continued) 

* 

Pygmy killer whales 

crarridens 
False M e r  whale 

I *  Feresa attenuate 

I *  Rough toothed 
dolDhm 

I Steno bredanensis 

I *  Stenneh 
attenuata Spotted dolphin 

Source: USCG 2002 
Notes: Status refers to Federal Status under the ESA 
E = Federally listed endangered 
T = Federally listed threatened 
* = Protected under MMPA 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence in 

Deepwater 
Operation Areas 

Uncommon 

Occasional 

Uncommon 

Uncommon 

Common 

Common 

Common 

.CH = Critical habitat in or adjacent to RB-S and RB-M project area 

Distribution in 
Deepwater ROI 

Occasionally seen in the 
channels between the main 
islands and at the northwest 

island chain 
Occasionally seen in the 

channels between the main 
islands 

Occasionally seen in the 
channels between the main 

islands 

Occur in deeper waters 

Common along the 
coastlines 

Common along the 
coastlines 

Common along the 
coastlines 

I 



* 
throughout Alaskan waters 

Common in certain 
areas shelf of Beaufort, Chukchi, 

Occur along the continental 

* 
areas 
Common in certain 
areas 

Table 1-9. Marine Mammals Inhabiting Alaska Waters 

I I Likelihoodof 
Occurrence in 
RB-S and RB-M RB-M ROI 

Distribution in RB-S and ScientificName I Status I Common Name 

I I Operationheas I 
Pinnipeds 
Northern fur seal D I Common I Found in Pribilof Islands and 

southem Bering sea 
Year-round resident * I Common Harbor seal Phoca uituha 

Bearded seal Engnathw barbatus 

and Bering seas 
Distributed around North 
Pacific rim, northward to 
Bering Sea and along eastern 
shore of Kamchatka 
Peninsula, Gulf of Alaska, and 
Aleutian Islands 
Found in southern Bering Sea 

Occur along the continental 
shelf of Beaufort, Chukchi, 
Bering and Okhotsk seas 
Found in open sea and on 
pack ice northward in Bristol 
Bay to Chukchi and western 
Beaufort seas 

Steller sea lion Eume topim juba f a  T/CH I Common in certain 

Ringed seal 

Spotted seal 

Phoca hispida 

P. kqba 

Common in certain 

Ribbon seal P. fmaata * Common in certain 
areas 

walrus Found in shallow water areas, 
close to ice or land; geographic 
ranee encircles the Polar Basin 

areas 

Cetaceans 
Blue whale Bahenoptera musculus Occasional Occur from the Gulf of Alaska 

to the Aleutian Islands 
Occur in high densities in the 
northern Gulf of Alaska and 
southeastern Bering Sea from 
May to October; some 
movement through the 
Aleutian into and out of the 
Bering Sea; in the Gulf of 
Alaska, appear to congregate 
in the waters around Kodiak 
Island and south of Prince 
William Sound Gulf of Alaska, 
Have been reported primarily 
south of the Aleutian Islands, 
in the Shelikof Strait and 
waters surrounding Kodiak 
Island, in the Gulf of Alaska, 
and inside waters of southeast 
Alaska; occasionally reported 
from Bering Sea and low 
numbers on the central Bering 
Sea shelf 

E 

Fin whale B. pbysalu.s Occasional E 

Sei whale B. boreah 



Table 1-10, Commercially Important Fish in the Northeast Waters 

and RB-M ROI Common Name  Occurrence in 

Principal Groundfish 
~~ 

Gadus morhua Overfished Common 
Greenland to North 

Carolma 
West Greenland to Cape 

Hatteras 
Gulf of Maine, Georges 

Bank 
Newfoundland to South 

Carolina 
Gulf of St. Lawrence to 

North Carolina 
Scotian Shelf, Gulf of 
Maine, Georges Bank 

Labrador to Chesapeake 

Southern Gulf of Maine to 
South Carolma 

Bay 

Atlantic cod 

Common Mebnogammus 
aegkjnus 

Sebastes ~pp .  

Overfished 

Overfished 

Haddock 

Redfish Common 

Merhcius 
bilinearis 

Overfished Common Silver hake 

Overfished Common Umpbycis chuss 

Polbchius Vrrens 

Red hake 

Pollock Overfished Common 

Yellowtail 
Phmnettes 
femgineus 
Paralichthys 

dentatus 
Pkumnettes 
americanus 

Overfished 

Overfished 

Common 

Common Summer 

Winter Overfished Common Labrador to Georgia 

Southern Labrador to 
Rhode Island 

Gulf of Maine, Georges 
Bank; Continental Shelf 
Edge to Cape Hatteras 
Gulf of St. Lawrence to 

Florida 

American plaice 
Hippoglassoides 

pbtessoides 
Overfished 

Not 
overfished 

Common 

Ghtocep halus 
pzoglossus 

Scophthalmus 
a4uosu.r 

Witch Common 

Not 
overfished Common Windowpane 

Other Groundfish 

Overfished Common F Overfished Common 

Atlantic wolffish 1 
lUiWJ 

Nova Scotia to Gulf of 
Maine 

Centmpndis 
striata Black sea bass Entire Atlantic Coast 

Gulf of Maine 
Gulf of St. Lawrence to 

Cape Hatteras 

Cusk I Bmsmeb+osme 

Overfished Common amencanus Goosefish 

Mam~oarces 
americanus Ocean pout Overfished 1 Common Labrador to Delaware 

Stenotomus 
chtysops 

hiostomus 
xanthurus 

Cape Cod to Cape Hattera: 

Southern New England to 
Florida 

Overfished Common 

Common 

Nova Scotia to south Overfished Common 



Table 1-10. Commercially Important Fish in the Northeast Waters (continued) 

Common Name  
Scientific Commercial Likelihood Of Distribution in  RB-S 

and RB-M ROI Occurrence in 
Status Project Area Name  

Pelagic Fish 

Smmber 
. scomhs Atlantic mackerel 

Common 
overfished Not I Atlantic herring I Ciupea hanngus I 

Common Labrador to North Carolina Not 
overfished 

Labrador to Cape Hatteras 

Bluefish 

Butterfish 

Overfished Common Maine to Florida Pomatomus 
saitahix 
Peprilus Not Southern New England to 

Common triacanthus over fished Cape Hatteras 

Potential N/A 
Scombemmoms 

ngalis Cero Massachusetts to south 

Potential N/A 
Rachycentmn 

canadum Cobia New England to south 

Coryphaena sp. Dolphin 

Tuna  and Billfishes 

Not Potential Georges Bank to south 
overfished 

~~ 

Over fished Scombemmoms 
mamkatus Spanish mackerel Common Maine to south 

I Overfished I Notavailable Mukaira 
nizncans Billfish I 

Overfished Thmnus 
alafunaa Albacore 

Tetraptums 
Billfish I aibidxs I Overfished I Notavadable 

Common 

Bigeye tuna 

Red porgy 

Scamp 

Wreckfish 

T. obesus I Overfished 1 Common 

Yellowtail snapper 

Overfished Istiophoms 
phwtems Bdlfish 

Reef Fish 

Not available 

New Jersey to south 

Gulf of Maine to south 

Myctemperca 
mimiepis 

Pagmspagms 

Common New Jersey to 
south 

Overfished Common North Carolina to south 

Overfished Common North Caroha to south 

Gulf of Maine to south 

Overfished PohpriOn 
amencanus 

N. Florida to south 

Grand Banks, 
Newfoundland to south Common 

Common 1 North Carolina to south I N/A I Myctemperca 
bhenax 

I Overfished I Common 1 North Carolina to south OLy" 
chrvsz" 



Table 1-10. Commercially Important Fish in the Northeast Waters (continued) 

Scientific Commercial Common Name Name 
Likelihood Of Distribution in RB-S 

and RB-M ROI Occurrence in 
Project &ea 

N/A Potential 

Overfished Common 

Mimpogonias 
unduatus 
Bmmortia 
Wannus 

Atlantic croaker 

Atlantic menhaden 

Massachusetts to south 

Nova Scotia to West Palm 
Beach. Florida 

R e d d ”  I zLz I Overfished I Common I Chesapeake Bay to south 

F d y  
Rajidae 
Squalus 

acanthias 
Momne 
mxatihs 
Cy noxion 

nfalis 

Skate 

Spiny dogfish 

Striped bass 

Weakfish 

Gulf of Maine to 
OverGs hed Common Chesapeake Bay 

OverGs hed Common Newfoundland to Georgia 

St. Lawrence Estuary to 
Florida Potential Not 

overfished 

Overfished Common Massachusetts to Florida 

Source: USCG 2002 
Notes: 
Overfished: Fishing mortality above threshold and/or biomass below threshold 
N / A  Commercial status not available 
“south” distribution includes the southernmost tip of Florida or farther south to the Gulf of Mexico or South America. 



Overfished 

Overfished 

Common Nova Scotia to south 

Common Maine to Florida 

Overfished I Common Maine to south 

Not avadable 

Overfished 

Potential Massachusetts south 

Potential Worldwide 

Overfished I Potential Worldwide (tropical) 

Overfished 

Overfished 

Common New Jersey to south 

Common Gulf of Maine to south 

Overfished 

Overfished 

Common N. Florida to south 

Common Gulf of Maine to south 
Overfished 1 Common New Jersey to south 

Table 1-11. Commercially Important Fish in the Southeast Waters 

Scientific Commercial Distribution in  RB-S and Likelihood Of 

Occurrence in 
Project Area 

RB-M ROI Status Common Name  Name  

Atlantic Waters off the Southeastern U.S. Coast 

Silver hake 
Newfoundland to South 

Southem Gulf of Maine to 
South Carolina 

Overfished Common Carolina 

Overfished Common 

Merfuccius 
bilinearis 

Paraficbth_rs 
dentatus Summer 

Winter 
Pkumnectes 
americanus 

Overfished Common Labrador to Georgia 

Not 
overfished 

Gulf of St. Lawrence to 
Florida Common Windowpane 

Scopbtba fmus 
aquosus 

Centmpristis 
striata 

Common I Entire Atlantic Coast Black sea bass 

Weakfish 
I Massachusetts Bay to 

Florida Overfished I Common Cynoscion 
regalis 

Liostomus 
xantbums 

Southern New England to 
Florida Not available I Common spot 

Tilefish 

~ 

bpholatifus 
chamaekontzcebs 

Bluefish Pomatomus 
saltatrix 

Scom bemmoms 
cauafka 

Overfished I Common I Gulf of Mexico to south Kmg mackerel 

Spanish mackerel S. macubtus 

Not I Potential I Georges Bank to south 
overfished Cotypbaena p 

Racbycentmn 
canadum 

Dolphin. 

Cobia Notavadable 1 Potential 1 New England to south 

Cero 
Scombemmoms 

regah 
Xiphias gladius 

Thunnus 
thynnus tbynnus 

Swordfish 

Bluefin tuna 
Labrador and 1 Newfoundland to south Overfished 1 Common 

T. albacam Yellowfin tuna 

Billfish 
Makaira 
nzjyicans 

Tetraptutxs 
albidus 

Istiop homs 
pla fyptems 

Thunnus obesus 
T. alalunxa 

Billfish 

Billfish 

Bigeye tuna 
Albacore 

Skipjack tuna Not 1 Common I Cape Cod to south overfished 
Katsuwonus 

pelamis 
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Table 1-11- Commercially Important Fish in the Southeast Waters (continued) 

T. albacares 

Common Name  

Overfished Common 

Dolphf i sh  

Hinds 

Amberjack 

Bluefin 

Shpjack 

Yellowfin 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence in 
Project Area 

Scientific Commercial 
Status N a m e  

Not I Potentid 
Coryphaena sp. I overfished 

I Not available I Occasional 
SPP. 

T. thynus 1 Overfished 1 Common 

Sarda orientalis ~~ I I Potentid overfished 

Distribution in RB-S and 
RB-M ROI 

Georges Bank to south 

Virgmia to Brazil 

Mostly in Gulf of Mexico. 
Also located at SE Atlantic 
Coast. Occasionally can be 

found in NE Atlantic. 
Atlantic and Pacific oceans 

Atlantic and Pacific oceans 

Atlantic, Pacific, and Indan 
oceans 

Source: USCG 2002 
Notes: 
Overfished: Fishing mortality above threshold and/or biomass below threshold 
N/A. Commercial status not available 
"South" distribution includes the southernmost tip of Florida or farther south to the Gulf of Mexico or South America. 



Table 1-12. Commercially Important Fish in the Pacific Continental Waters 

Likelihood of 
Occurrence in 
Project Area 

Commercial 
Status 

Distribution in RB-S 
and RB-M ROI 

Scientific 
Name Common Name 

Dover sole 

Dungeness crab 

Mostly off California Not 
overfished 

Common Mimstomus 
panjms 

Cancer magiste Common Central coast of California 
to central coast of Alaska 

Not available 1 Hake N/A 

Not 
overfished 

Overfished 

Not available 

Common 
Baja Caltfornia to 

southeastern Alaska Jack mackerel 

Common 
Southern Alaska to 
northern Mexico 

Engraulir 
morduc 

Baja Cahfornia to British 
Columbia Common 

Po ten tial 

Northem anchovy 
~~ 

Atlantic, Pacific, Indan 
oceans Pacific albacore Tbunnusgemo 

Sa& chiliensir Not available 

Gulf of Cahfornia to 
southeastern Alaska 

Not avllable 

Common 

Common 

Scomber 
japonzm 

Not 
overfished 

Not 
overfished 

Pacific mackerel 

Mexico to Canada Sardinops 
sagax 

Merluccius 
prodacts 

Pacific sardine 

Pacific whting Not available Not available 

Not available [ Pink shrimp Penaeus 
duorarum 

Not avllable 

Common West Coast 1 Sablefish Anophpoma 
jmbria 

Not 
overfished 

I 

Source: USCG 2002 
Notes: 
Overfished: Fishing mortality above thzeshold and/or biomass below threshold 
N/A: Commercial status not available 



Table 1-13. Commercially Important Fish in the Pacific Tropical Waters 

Scientific 
Name Common Name 

Bigeye tuna 

Commercial Likelihood Of Distribution in RB-S and 
RB-M ROI Occurrence in 

Project Area Status 

I Blueshark 

Thunnus obems 
Atlantic, Pacific, Indian 

oceans Common Overfished 
~~ 

X$hia.sgkadiuJ I Overfished I Potential Worldwide I Pacific, Gulf of Mexico, 
Caribbean I Overfished I Common Thunnus 

albacans 

N/A Prionace gkauca 
Worldwide, tropical, 

subtropical, temperate Common 

I I I Pacific Ocean, between 45 
degrees north and south; 

Atlantic Ocean, between 45 
degrees north and 38 

Not 
overfished Potential Makaira spp. 

I I I degrees south 
~~ 

Source: USCG 2002 
Notes: 
Overfshed Fishing mortality above threshold and/or biomass below threshold 
N/A: Commercial status not available 



Table 1-14. Commercially Important Fish in the Alaska Waters 

Scientific 1 Name Common Name  

Gadus 
mmcephlus cod 

stomas 
Arrowtooth 

flounder 
Pacific Ocean 

perch 
Sebastes alutus 

Anoplbpoma 
Sablefish I fimbria 

Limulus 
polypkmus King crab 

Cbinoentes I bairdi Tanner crab 

OncorLyncbus 
tsbawtscba 

OnCody ncbus I morbuscha Pink salmon 

Hippoglossus 
stenokbis Alaskan h a b u t  I 

Alaskan shrimp Pamdalus ~pp. 

Commercial Distribution in RB-S and Likelihood Of 

Occurrence in 
Project Area 

RB-M ROI Status 

Bering Sea, Japan, Puget 
Sound Occasional Not 

overfished I southem California to 
northern Alaska Not I Occasional overfished 

Not Central California to Bering 
Common overfished Sea 

Occasional Gulf of Alaska Not 
overfished 

Pacific Waters, including 
Gulf of Alaska Potential Not 

overfished 

N/A Potential Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea 

Pacific Coast, California 
north to Alaska N/A Occasional 

Puget Sound in south I through to Gulf of Alaska Occasional 

Overfished I Common I Gulf of Alaska 

Common 1 GulfofAlaska overfished Not I 
Source: USCG 2002 
Notes: 
Overfished: Fishing mortality above threshold and/or biomass below threshold 
N/A Commercial status not available 
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